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ABSTRACT 
CONSUMER EVALUATION AND RESPONSE 
TO PHILANTHROPIC ADVERHSING 
MAY 1992 
LELAND CAMPBELL, B.B.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
M.S.B.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACIiUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Marc G. Weinberger 
The integration of philanthropy into corporate advertising and sales 
promotion campaigns is becoming a popular persuasion tactic. Companies are 
now using product advertising to portray themselves as benefactors of charities 
and social causes. The underlying marketing premise is that a firm can do better 
by "doing good." 
Philanthropic advertising can be grouped into two basic categories. One 
category ties consumer purchases to the corporate donation while the other 
communicates the firm's benevolence without a purchase connection. Causes 
perceived by consumers as personally relevant receive more cognitive 
elaboration than those causes perceived to have little relevance. 
On the surface, philanthropic advertising appears to be a "win-win" 
situation. The firm achieves an additional sale, or enhances its image, and the 
charity receives needed financial support. However, little is known as to how 
these messages influence consumer perceptions, attitudes and purchase 
likelihood. 
This study examined the effects of different forms of philanthropic 
messages, with varying levels of personal relevance, on consumer perceptions 
and behavior. It addresses these issues from an attribution theory viewpoint. 
VII 
Specifically, this study suggests that, given varying combinations of 
philanthropic advertising and personal relevance, consumers form different 
perceptions of the firm's altruism. These attributions influence consumer 
attitudes and purchase intentions. 
The study used an after-only, with control group, experiment to 
investigate the differential impact of the experimental factors. Two hundred and 
seventy-five graduate students responded to randomly assigned advertising 
stimuli and answered a questionnaire that measured their attitudes and purchase 
intentions. 
The initial hypothesis tests failed to show any significant results. Overall, 
subjects did not perceive any difference between the two types of philanthropic 
promotions. However, some effects emerged when the blocking factors were 
introduced. These results indicated that those who had a less favorable attitude 
toward business tended to respond unfavorably to philanthropic advertisements. 
Additionally, non-users of the product had more favorable responses for 
philanthropic advertisements than non-philanthropic advertisements. Messages 
of high personal relevance also produced more favorable responses than low 
relevance messages. Individuals who were not active contributors responded 
favorably to the purchase-linked messages. 
The results imply that these messages may have a different impact on 
various consumer segments. This message strategy can be useful in stimulating 
brand switching among current non-users. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
The integration of corporate philanthropy into advertising and sales 
promotion campaigns is becoming a popular persuasion tactic for many 
marketers (Schiller 1988; Varadarajan and Menon 1988; Williams 1986). 
Evolving from the traditional forms of corporate gift-giving, philanthropic 
marketing ranges from a promise of a charitable donation for each cents-off 
coupon redeemed, to anti-drunk driving beer advertisements. 
This dissertation examined the impact of philanthropic promotional 
strategies on consumer attributions, attitudes and compliance with related 
promotional requests. Specifically, the study investigated how consumers 
react and respond to different types of philanthropic promotions 
(Varadarajan and Menon 1988) that contain various combinations of labeling 
(Moore, Bearden and Teel 1985; Allen 1982; Tybout and Yalch 1980; Miller, 
Brickman and Bolen 1975; Kraut 1973) and levels of personal relevance (Petty 
and Cacioppo 1986). 
Corporate Philanthropy 
Many firms view philanthropy as part of the marketing mix 
(Schlossberg 1989; Stroup and Neubert 1988). This is illustrated by a growing 
trend to incorporate social involvement and philanthropy into marketing 
and promotional campaigns (Schiller 1988). 
Firms using philanthropic approaches often devote a substantial 
portion of their advertising and sales promotion messages to communicate 
their pro-social behavior to the market. At times, these philanthropic 
1 
activities are emphasized at the expense of promoting product or brand 
features (Mizerski, Straughn, Sadler and Trednick 1990). However, while one 
objective of philanthropic promotions may be to help a charity or cause, the 
ultimate goal is to improve the firm's image and increase sales (Varadarajan 
and Menon 1988). 
For purposes here, corporate philanthropy is dichotomized into two 
distinct categories: one which ties the sale of a product to a charitable 
donation and one which does not tie the sale to a donation. These two 
categories are defined as purchased-linked philanthropy and purchase- 
independent philanthropy. 
The most prevalent form of purchase-independent philanthropy is 
Cause Related Marketing (CRM). CRM is the linkage of product sales with a 
donation a particular non-profit cause or charity (Varadarajan and Menon 
1988). Thus, the scale of the firm's philanthropy is dependent on the volume 
of consumer purchases. 
Rather than tying philanthropy and sales firms often merely call 
attention to their philanthropy within their advertising copy. In such 
situations, a substantial portion of the persuasive message is used to convey 
information that the firm is meeting its social responsibilities by providing 
support (usually financial) to some non-profit organization or cause. In this 
case, the firm's support is not directly related to consumer purchases of its 
products. 
Whether the promotion is purchased-linked or purchase-independent, 
the perceptions of the firm are likely to be influenced by the related charity. 
That is, the firm's motives may be interpreted differently depending on the 
personal relevance of the charity to the message receiver. 
2 
Personal Relevance 
The personal relevance of a message has been shown to influence the 
amount and type of cognitive effort consumers are willing to devote to 
advertising content (Petty, Cacioppo and Schumann 1983). Personal 
relevance mediates two separate and distinct routes to persuasion and 
attitude change: the central and peripheral routes (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). 
Within the central route, consumers are willing to elaborate and 
scrutinize issue-relevant arguments. Attitude change occurring via this route 
is more enduring and less susceptible to counter-persuasive messages. In 
peripheral route processing, consumers use factors other than the issue¬ 
relevant arguments to evaluate the merits of the message. In this case cues 
are used to arrive at a "reasonable" attitude. Attitude changes occurring along 
this route are less enduring and more susceptible to counter-persuasive 
messages (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). When messages are perceived to be 
personally relevant, information content will be processed along the central 
route. Messages that are perceived to be of little personal relevance will be 
processed along the peripheral route. 
In the case of corporate philanthropic promotions, messages which 
contain appeals for charities that are perceived to be personally relevant, or 
having the potential to affect the receiver in some way, lead to central route 
processing. Conversely, when the related charity is perceived to be of little 
personal relevance or of little future consequence, the peripheral route is 
more likely to be used. 
Consumer compliance with the promotional request is an important 
behavioral byproduct of philanthropic promotions. One technique that has 
been useful in stimulating consumer compliance is labeling. In a marketing 
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context, consumer labeling, applied via mass media advertising, has been 
found to stimulate consumer compliance to promotional requests (Moore, 
Bearden and Teel 1985; Allen and Dillon 1983; Allen 1982). 
Labeling 
Labeling refers to a situation where an individual is provided with a 
belief-relevant label, or interpretation, of their behavior (Scott 1978). When 
individuals are made aware of this interpretation, they tend to act in a 
manner that is consistent with the characterization (Tybout and Yalch 1980). 
In the context of this study, labeling takes on potential added meaning 
because of the philanthropic nature of the promotions. Favorable 
characterizations of the receiver’s altruism accompanying messages 
containing philanthropic appeals may further enhance consumer motivation 
to respond and comply with the related promotional requests. 
Bern (1972) posited that individuals analyze and form inferences 
toward their own behavior in much the same way as when evaluating other 
people's behavior. Additionally, when individuals are given a specific label 
relevant to their behavior, they tend to view themselves as the kind of 
person who should act in a manner that is consistent with that 
characterization (Reingen and Bearden 1983). Labeling stimulates self¬ 
attributions and the applied label acts as a cue in guiding their future 
behavior (Tybout and Yalch 1980). Thus, by giving people feedback (which at 
times may be false), one can actually influence one's' self-perceptions, beliefs 
and compliance to some requests (Fiske and Taylor 1984). 
Labeling has been shown to be effective in influencing consumer 
compliance in a number of situations, such as contributions to charity 
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(Swinyard and Ray 1977), voting behavior (Tybout and Yalch 1980), energy 
conservation (Allen 1982; Allen and Dillon 1983) and participation in a 
consumer survey (Reingen and Bearden 1983). 
Miller, Brickman and Bolen (1975) have argued that because the 
persuasive intent of labeling is not readily apparent, it may be a more 
effective strategy in modifying behavior than other forms of persuasion. This 
would suggest that philanthropic promotions, which also contain a salient 
label, will lead to higher levels of consumer compliance than those which do 
not contain a label. 
Attribution Process 
This study addresses consumer response to these issues from two 
aspects associated with the attribution process. One examines how self¬ 
perceptions and self-attributions (formed through labeling) influence 
consumer responses, while the other focuses on the attributions consumers 
form toward a firm using a philanthropic appeal. Hypotheses were 
developed that were consistent with current knowledge of attribution and 
persuasion theory. 
Consumers use attributions as inferences in their formation of 
attitudes toward firms and their related brands (Smith and Hunt 1978). Many 
of these inferences result from exposure to promotional messages (Sparkman 
and Locander 1980). 
5 
Attribution Process and Philanthropic Promotions 
This study focused on only a few of the factors that may influence the 
attribution process as it relates to philanthropic promotions. For purposes 
here other factors that may affect the attribution process were held constant. 
The attribution process is described as a procedure in which 
individuals process available information and arrive at certain causal 
inferences (Kelley and Michela 1980). Thus, it is best illustrated as an "input - 
processing - output" procedure and relatively automatic (Taylor and Fiske 
1978). However, the amount of cognitive effort devoted to the formation of 
causal attributions becomes more deliberate when the information received is 
unexpected or personally relevant (Fiske and Taylor 1984; Kelley and Michela 
1980). 
In forming causal attributions, consumers use simple rules to arrive at 
an explanation for the observed behavior or event. These rules are likely to 
be invoked when the evaluator has a limited number of observations in 
which to judge the behavior (Kelley 1972). One such rule that observers may 
incorporate is the discounting principle (Kelley 1972). This rule is used when 
an evaluator believes that a number of causes could underlie a behavior or 
event. The importance of any one cause will be minimized (or discounted) 
when other more plausible causes are available. For example, in the situation 
of philanthropic promotions, if consumers believe that a firm receives 
financial rewards for its efforts, attributions of altruism are likely to be 
discounted in favor a more reasonable explanation of profit motivation. 
Consumers also will discount altruistic motives when the philanthropic 
behavior is perceived as being motivated by reasons of restitution (Bar-Tal 
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1976). Thus, firms who have developed an unfavorable image because of past 
behaviors will be perceived as being less altruistic. 
Some consumers may use the discounting rule based on their prior 
beliefs. For example, those who believe that firms are generally not 
benevolent would be more likely to discount attributions of altruism. In this 
case they would see philanthropic behavior as a temporary state, caused by 
external or situational factors, rather than a disposition of altruism (Kelley 
and Michela 1980). 
Individuals also may use the augmentation principle when 
determining the underlying reasons for corporate philanthropy (Kelley 1972). 
In this situation, consumers weigh two or more causal factors in a 
compensatory manner. Consumers perceive causes as either inhibitory 
(decreases the chances of occurrence) or facilitative (increases the chances of 
occurrence). Inhibitory causes will be given more weight when occurring in 
the presence of facilitative causes (Kelley 1967). For example, if a firm that is 
perceived to be relatively small makes a large charitable donation, 
attributions of altruism will be given more weight than other potential 
causes, such as a desire to obtain additional sales. 
Figure 1.1 presents an illustration of the attribution process as it applies 
to the evaluation of philanthropic promotions and the scope of this study. 
Consumers enter the process with existing perceptions and beliefs toward the 
particular firm, business in general, the related charity and the self. 
Consumers are then exposed to a firm's philanthropic promotion containing 
a combination of philanthropic appeal, personal relevance of the supported 
charity and consumer labeling. 
When there is little motivation to process and form causal attributions 
(i.e., low personal relevance or observing expected behavior), there is little or 
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no discounting or augmentation. The philanthropic message acts as a 
peripheral cue in influencing consumer attitudes and behavior. However, 
when motivation to process is high (i.e., high personal relevance or 
observing unexpected behavior), consumers are more likely to use 
discounting and/or augmentation rules. 
The resulting attributions are used to explain the firm’s motives and 
behavior. These inferences influence the consumer's image and attitude 
toward the firm and its related products. In turn, consumer attitudes 
influence purchase behavior. This study posits that attributions of corporate 
altruism evoke favorable attitudes and higher purchase probabilities. 
Conversely, attributions of egoism evoke less favorable attitudes and lower 
purchase likelihood. 
When a consumer label is included in the promotional message, the 
receiver focuses the attribution process toward the self rather than the firm. 
In these cases, there is less motivation and effort devoted to the formation of 
attributions toward the firm. However, the self-attribution process influences 
the attitude toward the promotion and the level of consumer compliance. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to determine how consumers evaluate 
different types of philanthropic promotions when presented with different 
levels of personal relevance and consumer labeling. The study attempts to 
determine how these factors interact and influence consumer perceptions, 
attributions, and intended purchase behavior. 
The use of attribution theory to explain consumer response to 
advertising is well established (Settle 1972; Smith and Hunt 1978; Hunt, 
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Kernan and Mizerski 1983; Folkes 1984). However, this theoretical approach 
appears to have fallen in disfavor with consumer researchers. Gaining a 
deeper understanding of the attribution process could provide researchers 
with a "key link to attitude-behavior relationship" (Folkes 1988, p. 548). At 
times this relationship has been described as tenuous, with some suggesting 
that it is of little use and should be abandoned (Abelson 1972; Wicker 1971). 
However, recent approaches have suggested that people do act in accordance 
with their attitudes (Fishbein and Ajzen 1976). Any additional information 
which contributes to the understanding of this relationship will be helpful in 
the study of consumer behavior. 
Research Questions 
The following research questions will be examined in this study. 
1. Does consumer evaluation and response vary, given the 
different types of philanthropic promotions (purchased- 
linked/purchase independent)? Are philanthropic 
messages more efficient than non-philanthropic appeals? 
2. Does consumer evaluation and response vary, given 
different levels of personal relevance? Does the 
evaluation of the two types of philanthropic promotions 
depend on the level of personal relevance? 
3. Will the application of a consumer label influence the 
evaluation and response to philanthropic promotions? 
What effect does a consumer label have on purchase 
intentions? Does this vary by type of philanthropic 
promotion and personal relevance? 
4. Will responses and evaluations differ as characteristics of 
the receiver vary? 
Methods 
This study incorporates an experimental approach using a 2x2x2 
factorial design to examine the factors of interest. Subjects evaluated 
promotional messages that contained a combination of experimental factors: 
the type of philanthropic promotion (purchase-linked/purchase- 
independent), the level personal relevance of the charity (high/low) and the 
application of a consumer label (label applied/not applied). To evaluate the 
effects of the manipulations, a control group receiving a non-philanthropic 
message, with no mention of the independent variables, was used for 
comparison purposes. 
To determine the effects of these factors, a number of dependent 
variables were measured. These measures included: consumer attributions 
explaining the firm's behavior, consumer attitudes toward the firm, 
consumer attitudes toward the brand, consumer attitudes toward the 
advertising message and consumer likelihood of purchasing the sponsors' 
products. 
Contribution of the Study 
Consumer researchers who are interested in attribution theory and the 
persuasion process will find this study helpful. The study provides additional 
insight into attribution theory and its relevance to persuasion. Attribution 
theory has been neglected by those interested in consumer behavior (Folkes 
1988). However, as Folkes (1988, p. 548) states, "attribution theory is a rich and 
well developed approach that has a great deal to say about a wide range of 
consumer behavior issues". 
The study also will help explain the additional "impact" that some 
messages have on the persuasive process. Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) contend 
that some persuasive messages have an additional "impact" on attitudes. 
That is, message recipients develop additional inferences that are external to 
the message content. These inferences have an unintended affect on 
consumer attitudes. 
Finally, at the individual level, this study determines the impact of the 
consumer’s own altruism on the perceptions of the company's philanthropy. 
It is important to understand how the consumer characteristics influence 
evaluation of message content. 
The study will be of interest to marketing practitioners who are 
considering or currently using philanthropic message appeals. To determine 
the effectiveness of philanthropic campaigns, most marketing practitioners 
are using measures such as changes in sales volume, gains in market share or 
total number of cents-off coupons redeemed (Varadarajan and Menon 1988). 
While these measures give a bottom line picture of the net effect of 
philanthropic campaigns, they do little to explain the persuasive impact that 
these promotions have upon consumer attitudes and purchase behavior. 
Organization of Paper 
The remaining chapters present the theoretical base, hypotheses, 
methods, results and conclusions of the study. Chapter 2 reviews the 
relevant theoretical literature and conceptual base of the study. Chapter 3 
presents the hyp)otheses, research design and methodology used in this study. 
Chapter 4 presents the results of the hypothesis tests and additional analyses. 
Finally, Chapter 5 presents a discussion and conclusion of the results. 
CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
This chapter reviews the theoretical background for the issues of 
interest in this study. The first section reviews current trends in corporate 
gift-giving and explains the evolution of corporate philanthropy. The second 
section examines how consumers evaluate and interpret promotional 
messages. This issue is addressed from an attribution theory viewpoint and 
examines how consumers may form attributions of altruism toward firms 
involved with philanthropic marketing. The third section provides a review 
of altruism and how it applies to consumers evaluating and responding to 
philanthropic promotions. The fourth section reviews the issue of personal 
relevance and how it fits into the persuasion paradigm. This issue is 
addressed within the framework of the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty 
and Cacioppo 1986). The fifth section reviews the literature on consumer 
labeling and illustrates how a labeling message may modify consumer 
behavior. The last section synthesizes these issues into a general model, 
illustrating the process by which consumers respond to different variations of 
philanthropic promotions. 
Corporate Giving 
In 1988, United States corporations donated over $4.75 billion to charity 
(Across The Board 1990). This dollar amount illustrates a recent trend that 
shows relatively little overall growth in corporate giving (Figure 2.1). In the 
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last five years corporate contributions to charity have slowed to a growth rate 
of only 5.5% (Figure 2.2). Compared to an average growth rate of 12.6% for 
the previous ten years, this figure provides further evidence that corporate 
gift-giving is leveling off and may have reached its peak (Cordtz 1990; Useem 
1988). In addition to an overall slow-down of corporate giving, the relative 
amount given by individual corporations is declining. Reaching a peak ratio 
of 2% of net income in 1985, corporations contributed approximately 1.6% of 
their 1989 net income to non-profit causes (Figure 2.3). 
While the total amount of corporate gift-giving has become relatively 
stable, there appears to be a dramatic change in the way that corporations are 
giving. Whereas in the past firms would support charities and other causes 
with direct donations from the firm, or one of its grant-giving foundations, 
companies are now integrating their philanthropy into their marketing 
programs (Schlossberg 1989; Varadarajan and Menon 1988). It is not unusual 
to see advertising and sales promotion campaigns stressing the firm's 
relationship and support to some needy cause. 
With individual donations and government aid to non-profit 
organizations in decline, the importance of corporate philanthropy has been 
magnified (Schlossberg 1989). Charities are now looking to big business to 
take up the slack. Many charities are actively pursuing corporations, trying to 
convince firms that their cause should be part of the company's marketing 
campaign (Schiller 1988). The dependency on business to overcome budget 
problems appears to be growing. Some charities obtain up to 40% of their 
operating budget from corporate gift-giving (Schiller 1988). This 
phenomenon has caused firms to rethink their gift-giving procedures and 
view corporate philanthropy in a new light. Firms now want results-oriented 
gift-giving programs and are choosing charitable relationships that will "boost 
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their market share, earnings and awareness" (Schlossberg 1989, p. 1). This 
pragmatic view of corporate philanthropy suggests that money should be 
given away intelligently and sees charitable gift-giving as a marketing tool in 
which firms can now "do better by doing good" (Stroup and Neubert 1988; 
Morris and Biederman 1985). 
Evolution of Corporate Giving 
Corporate gift-giving has evolved through three distinct stages (Stroup 
and Neubert 1988). Each stage illustrates different underlying reasons, or 
motives, for firms to be philanthropic. Each stage also represents a different 
corporate approach to gift-giving and its relationship to everyday business 
activities. The stages of corporate philanthropy illustrate a progression of 
thought that evolves from voluntary giving by public-spirited companies to 
an integration with the firm's marketing efforts (Stroup and Neubert 1988). 
Stage I: Voluntarily Doing Good 
Early evidence of corporate philanthropy has been traced to the late 
nineteenth century with the financial underwriting of YMCA hostels by 
many of the large railroad companies (Morris and Biederman 1985). This 
early example of gift-giving, along with other methods of direct donations, 
represents the thought that social involvement and gift-giving should be 
undertaken on a voluntary basis by publicly spirited corporations (Stroup and 
Neubert 1988). While the recipients of such gifts were legally required to 
"further corporate interests," gift-giving was generally viewed as detracting 
from the firm’s short-term profits and operating funds (Varadarajan and 
Menon 1988, p. 57). Shareholders saw these expenditures as competing with 
stock dividends and lower-level managers viewed them as competition for 
company resources (Stroup and Neubert 1988). 
The requirement that the beneficiary cause be related in some way to 
the firm's interests was altered in 1954. A New Jersey court decision held that 
firms may contribute to causes that produce no direct economic benefits to the 
firm (Morris and Biederman 1985). This ruling appears to have opened the 
door for complete managerial discretion in directing the firm's social 
involvement and gift-giving activities (Morris and Biederman 1985). It also 
may have contributed to the on-going competition for profits and resources 
between the shareholders, managers and hopeful charities. 
Stage 11: Mandated Social Responsibility 
As the Twentieth Century progressed, concerns developed among 
stockholders, as well as other members of society, as to the direction and 
manner in which corporate leaders were voluntarily meeting the firm's 
social obligations. This anxiety resulted in the introduction of a number of 
mandated reforms, with the underlying reasoning, "that in a free society any 
business operates only so long as societal members continue to grant that 
right" (Stroup and Neubert 1988, p. 23). During this era, regulatory acts and 
laws were enacted forcing corporations to meet their social responsibilities. 
Laws, such as the Equal Employment Opportunity Act and Affirmative 
Action, as well as many environmental directives, were passed to ensure that 
firms operated within the confines of societal needs. In reaction to these 
mandates, and to avoid charges of hypocrisy, firms often supported causes 
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that, on the surface, did not appear to further corporate interest (Morris and 
Biederman 1985). 
As with Stage I, this stage also illustrates the prevailing thought that 
corporate social involvement was a detractor from sales and net profits. 
Being socially responsible and philanthropic was viewed strictly as a cost of 
doing business and separate from everyday business activities (Stroup and 
Neubert 1988). 
Stage ni: Doing Better by Doing Good 
The final phase represents contemporary thought, where social 
responsibility is considered as an investment for the firm, aimed at 
improving its profit performance. This phase is characterized as the age of 
"enlightened self-interest," where by helping others a firm can also help itself 
(Morris and Biederman 1985, p. 151). This stage differs from the earlier two in 
that corporate philanthropy contributes to (rather than diminishing) the 
overall profit performance of the firm. The prevailing thought is that a firm 
can "do better by doing good" (Stroup and Neubert 1988, p. 53). 
This phase has represents a merger of corporate philanthropy with the 
firm's marketing efforts. Now, not only can a firm present itself as a good 
corporate citizen, but it can also increase its profit levels. Philanthropy is no 
longer a drain on resources but a contributor. 
Philanthropic Marketing 
Most corporate gift-giving is made through corporate foundation 
grants or direct contributions (White 1987). However, industry observers 
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have noted a recent trend for corporations to use other avenues to express 
their corporate philanthropy (Cordtz 1990; Varadarajan and Menon 1988). 
These avenues integrate the firm's philanthropy into its overall 
marketing effort. This concept reflects the "new" thought that corporate 
philanthropy should be treated as a corporate investment and another 
marketing tool (Schiller 1988). It is not unusual for consumers to be exposed 
to advertising and sales promotion messages that highlight a firm’s 
benevolent behavior. These philanthropic promotions take a variety of 
forms, such as sponsorship of charitable events, advertisements illustrating 
the firm's charitable endeavors, or coupons linking redemption with a 
charitable contribution. 
For the purpose of this study, a firm's promotional message which also 
includes a charitable or cause-related appeal is defined as a philanthropic 
promotion. It is useful to classify philanthropic marketing (and promotions) 
into two distinct categories. Categorization will be helpful in examining the 
various types of consumer response to different philanthropic marketing 
tactics. These categories are identified as philanthropic marketing approaches 
which link the sale of the firm's products to the charitable contribution 
(purchase-linked) and ones which have no direct reference to a consumer 
purchase (purchase-independent). 
Purchased-Linked Philanthropic Promotions 
Purchase-linked philanthropic marketing is often identified as Cause- 
Related Marketing (CRM). CRM is a method of corporate philanthropy 
which ties the firm's donation to a charitable cause to the sale of its products 
(Varadarajan and Menon 1988). These appeals stress that consumer purchases 
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of the product will also aid some needy cause. While a formal definition of 
CRM is somewhat elusive at this point, Varadarajan and Menon (1988, p. 60) 
have presented a working definition of this concept: "Cause-related 
marketing is the process of formulating and implementing marketing 
activities that are characterized by an offer from the firm to contribute a 
specified amount to a designated cause when customers engage in revenue¬ 
providing exchanges that satisfy organizational and individual objectives." It 
is important to note that the key issue in the definition of CRM (and other 
purchase-linked philanthropic promotions) is the link of the charitable 
contribution to "consumers' revenue-producing transactions" with the 
sponsoring firm (Varadarajan and Menon 1988, p. 59). 
In one recent campaign, Scott Tissue promised to donate 5^ to the 
Ronald McDonald House for every proof of purchase consumers mailed to 
the company. Thus, the total amount of the donation was directly dependent 
on the amount of Scott paper products consumers purchased and proofs of 
purchase returned. 
Another example of CRM is a 1983 American Express promotional 
campaign that sponsored the fund to renovate the Statue of Liberty. This 
promotion promised a donation of one penny each time a card holder used 
the American Express card and a dollar for each new card issued during the 
promotion. The company deemed the campaign a success as they experienced 
a 28% increase in card usage and saw a "sizable" increase in the number of 
new cards issued. Additionally, the campaign resulted in a donation of $1.7 
million to the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Fund (Williams 1986). 
The apparent success of this CRM approach quickly gave birth to a new 
type of credit card, called the "affinity card". These special credit cards use the 
same basic appeal as the American Express approach, but vary by the type of 
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c±iarity or cause supported and the dollar amount donated to the cause. 
Currently, there are more than 700 different types of affinity credit cards on 
the market, providing further evidence of the popularity of the purchase- 
linked philanthropic approach (Segal 1988). 
CRM and purchase-linked philanthropy can be a versatile marketing 
tool, used to satisfy a number of corporate and marketing objectives 
(Varadarajan and Menon 1988). These objectives may be group>ed into three 
distinct categories. First, this form of philanthropic promotion can increase 
consumer brand and corporate awareness. These promotions allow the firm 
to gain national visibility and name recognition. This leads to increased 
awareness, which can be particularly useful in facilitating entry into new 
markets or appealing to new consumer segments (Varadarajan and Menon 
1988). Second, by using this approach firms may be able to enhance their 
corporate and/or brand image. A more favorable image may be useful to 
thwart negative publicity or appease and pacify certain consumer interest 
groups (Varadarajan and Menon 1988). Finally, and maybe most important 
from a persuasion standpoint, CRM and purchase-linked promotions may 
help increase sales. This may be done by increasing trial purchases, 
promoting repeat purchases or by stimulating multiple-unit purchases 
(Varadarajan and Menon 1988). 
Purchase-Independent Philanthropic Promotions 
The second type of philanthropic marketing includes those efforts 
which communicate the firm's philanthropy, but does not relate the 
charitable support to the sale of its products. This may be done in a number 
of ways, including sponsorship of charitable events, mass media advertising 
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demonstrating support for a particular charity, or advertising that showcases 
specific examples of the firm’s philanthropy. An example is Coca-Cola's $5 
million sponsorship of the Hands Across America event which supported the 
plight of the homeless and hunger in America (Williams 1986). While there 
were no direct messages promoting the sale of its products, the firm used the 
sponsorship to enhance their corporate image. These factors are expected to 
indirectly contribute to future sales of the Coca-Cola product line (Williams 
1986). 
An example of a purchase-independent philanthropic promotion 
using advertising is a television commercial recently aired by Dow Chemical. 
The philanthropic message in the advertisement introduced Dow's Angel 
Flights. The entire advertisement focused on Dow's commitment to use 
available seats on their corporate jets to fly young cancer victims to distant 
hospitals. Again, while no mention was made of its products, Dow was 
obviously trying to create consumer goodwill and enhance their corporate 
image. 
The ultimate goals, of purchase-independent philanthropic 
promotions appear to be aimed at increasing consumer awareness and 
enhancing the firm's image. The basic premise is that companies who are 
perceived as socially responsible members of society will be rewarded in the 
marketplace with increased sales (Miller and Sturdivant 1977). 
There is some evidence suggesting that philanthropic promotions may 
affect consumer attitudes and behavior. Winters (1988) reported that using 
socially responsible advertising (i.e., environment concern) alters negative 
attitudes. Using a VALS segmentation approach, he found that segments that 
held a major oil company in low regard reported more favorable attitudes 
toward the firm following its socially responsible advertising. Winters (1988) 
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also reported that the firm experienced a significant increase in sales during 
the time frame in which the campaign was aired. He explained these results 
by suggesting that one dimension in which consumers may judge 
corporations is by the company's social conduct. He concluded that 
persuasive information that alters consumer perceptions within this 
dimension enhances the overall attitude toward the firm. 
The importance of firms using their consumer advertising to 
communicate their social and philanthropic behavior was recently 
emphasized by Cook (1988). In an editorial, he claimed that not only is it 
necessary for marketers to strive to meet their social obligations, but they are 
also responsible for making consumers aware of these efforts. He contends 
that "smart business people must contribute to social causes and they must 
inform the general public about those contributions" (Cook 1988, p. 7). 
To summarize, philanthropic marketing may be instrumental in 
influencing consumer attitudes. Firms may use one of two basic approaches 
of philanthropic marketing: one which ties the sale of the products to the 
charitable support (purchase-linked) and one which does not directly relate 
the purchase of the product to the charitable support (purchase-independent). 
There is evidence that philanthropic marketing is helpful in achieving brand 
awareness as well as creating a favorable image and attitude toward the firm, 
leading to an increase in sales. 
Consumer Response to Philanthropic Marketing 
Research on the effectiveness of philanthropic promotions has focused 
on aggregate behavioral measures (e.g., changes in market share) or anecdotal 
evidence (i.e., specific cases where philanthropic appeals have been used). 
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These studies give an early indication of how consumers may respond to 
philanthropic marketing approaches. In the situations analyzed, 
philanthropic marketing appears to have been effective in stimulating 
consumer response. For example, increases in sales and market share (e.g., 
Schlossberg 1989; Varadarajan and Menon 1988; Williams 1986), and higher 
redemption rates for coupons (Varadarajan and Menon 1988) have been 
reported for promotions carrying a philanthropic appeal. However, these 
studies were not conducted in a controlled environment and it is possible 
that other factors may have confounded the results. 
There have been some cases reported where consumers actively seek 
and purchase products from firms that they perceive to be socially responsible 
(Robb 1990). These consumers appear to be actively interested in the firm's 
past social and philanthropic behavior and will consider this information 
when making brand choices. Evidence of this behavior is illustrated by the 
recent success (sales of > 70,000 copies) of Shopping for a Better World, which 
rates products on their producer's "philanthropy and on other aspects of 
corporate good citizenship" (Robb 1990, p. A8). This indicates that there is a 
sizable segment of consumers who use a firm's socially responsible and 
philanthropic behavior as a factor in their purchase decisions. 
One problem with these studies is that they provided no measures 
examining the effect of philanthropic promotions on consumer attitudes. It 
is possible that consumers purchase certain products because of positive 
feelings toward helping the charity or cause, rather than by any positive 
feelings toward the firm. It is also possible that some philanthropic 
promotions may "backfire", that is, consumers may view the sponsoring firm 
as opportunistic or exploitive and form unfavorable attitudes toward the firm 
and its brands (Varadarajan and Menon 1988). If this is the case, some 
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philanthropic marketing appeals could have an overall effect of decreasing 
sales. Therefore, it becomes necessary to understand how consumers 
evaluate philanthropic promotions and what effects these evaluations have 
on consumer attitudes and purchase intentions. This may be done by 
examining the attributions that consumers make toward firms using 
philanthropic promotions. 
Attribution Theory 
Consumers make causal attributions when they are exposed to 
persuasive advertising messages (Folkes 1988; Smith and Hunt 1978). 
Attributions are inferences individuals make when attempting to explain 
why an event or behavior has happened (Weary, Stanley and Harvey 1989). 
These attributions influence the interpretation of persuasive messages, 
eventually affecting the attributer's attitude and behavior (Kelley and Michela 
1980). In evaluating pro-social behavior, observers often make attributions of 
altruism (Eisenberg 1986). Thus, the concept may be easily applied in the 
evaluation of philanthropic promotions. 
Attribution theory is actually a collection of theories (Heider 1958; 
Jones and Davis 1965; Kelley 1972; Bern 1967) that share a number of common 
concerns (Fiske and Taylor 1984). The theory attempts to explain the 
inferences that individuals make in their attempt to understand and explain 
their environment. Attribution theory can be divided into three main foci: 
person perception (why others behave as they do; Heider 1958; Jones and 
Davis 1965; Kelley 1967), self-perception (how one perceives his own 
behavior; Bern 1967; Kelley 1972) and object perception (inferences as to why 
events occur; Kelley 1972). 
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Attribution theory attempts to describe the information people use in 
making causal inferences and how they use that information (Mizerski, 
Golden and Kernan 1979).While attribution theory has been well received in 
social psychology, it has had relatively little impact on the field of consumer 
behavior (Folkes 1988). However, some marketers feel that a better 
understanding of the attribution process may provide the necessary link to 
"illuminate the relationship between consumers' attitudes and behaviors" 
(Folkes 1988, p. 548). 
Consumers use attributions as inferences in forming their attitudes 
toward particular companies, products or brands. Many of these inferences 
result from exposure to promotional messages (Sparkman and Locander 
1980). Consumers also may form causal attributions when exposed to 
philanthropic promotions. In a survey examining the effects of CRM 
advertising, Mizerski, Straughn, Sadler and Trednick (1990) found that a 
"vast" number of respondents made attributions of altruism to a corporation 
that supported a social cause. It may be that attributions of altruism lead to a 
more favorable attitude to the sponsoring firm and its related product line. 
General Model of Attributions 
Kelley and Michela (1980) provided a general model that focuses on the 
antecedents leading to attribution formation and the resulting consequences 
of these attributions (Figure 2.4). In the antecedent portion of the process, 
individuals integrate the available information with their current beliefs. 
The level and type of processing depends on the person's motivation to 
analyze the situation. The results of the process are causal explanations of 
why an event occurred or why another behaved in some manner. These 
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causal inferences lead to affect, attitude and behavioral change (Kelley and 
Michela 1980; Fishbein and Ajzen 1976). 
Antecedents 
Antecedents are those factors that observers possess prior to observing 
the behavior or event. The evaluation process is influenced by the type and 
amount of antecedents present. These factors include the amount and type 
of information available, the observer's belief structure and the motivation to 
evaluate the event. 
Information. In forming attributions, individuals use available 
information about an event or behavior and the consequences of that action 
to arrive at a causal explanation. Kelley (1967) theorized that people use 
information in an analysis of variance format. To derive causal inferences, 
individuals examine how factors covary and correlate with each other. Kelley 
(1967) posited that individuals focus their analysis across three dimensions: 
- Distinctiveness: The inference is attributed to the entity if it 
uniquely occurs when the entity is present and does not occur 
when it is absent. 
- Consistency over time and modality: The inference is 
attributed to the entity if the event occurs each time the entity 
is present and occurs regardless of the mode of interaction. 
- Consensus: The inference is attributed to the entity when the 
same effect is experienced by others. 
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To apply the covariation principle, observers require multiple 
observations to determine the levels of correlation. Often observers do not 
have access to multiple observations and, therefore, must revert to other 
processing strategies to explain the event. This is particularly true in many 
marketing situations where consumers often have only a single observation 
to infer motives and/or causes (Smith and Hunt 1978). 
Single Observations. With a single observation, individuals cannot 
apply the covariation model. Thus, they revert to other strategies or rules to 
determine causation (Kelley 1967; 1972). These rules, known as the 
discounting and augmentation principles, explain how observers use limited 
information to form causal inferences. 
The discounting principle is applied when the attributer believes that 
there are a number of causes that could have prompted an incident (Kelley 
1972). The importance of any one cause will be minimized when alternative 
and more plausible causes are available. Hence, the presence of one causal 
factor may in fact decrease the importance of another cause. In consumer 
research the discounting principle has been applied in a persuasion context to 
determine the effects of communicator credibility and receiver expectancies 
(Folkes 1988; Sparkman 1982). 
When applying the augmentation principle, individuals employ a 
compensatory analysis to determine causality (Kelley 1972). The perceiver 
recognizes that events occur in the presence of a number of different types of 
causes, identified as inhibitory and facilitative causes. Inhibitory causes are 
those factors that decrease the chance of occurrence for the event, while 
facilitative causes are those factors that increase the likelihood of the event. 
When an event occurs in the presence of both factors, the perceiver will give 
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additional weight to facilitative causes. Hence, the presence of another factor 
n\ay actually enhance the perceived importance of a particular cause. 
Kelley’s conceptual framework appears to be particularly useful for 
consumer behavior research (Mizerski, Golden and Kernan 1979). It allows 
for the investigation of situations where consumers have multiple 
observations as well as instances where only a single observation is available. 
It is particularly useful in promotional situations where consumers may not 
have the necessary time and motivation to make multiple observations 
(Mizerski, Golden and Kernan 1979). This framework also allows the 
researcher to alter the focus of the attribution process from inferences directed 
toward others to inferences directed toward the self (Mizerski, Golden and 
Kernan 1979). 
Beliefs. The second antecedent in the attribution process refers to the 
beliefs held by the observer at the time of observation. Beliefs are causal 
ascriptions which relate to the observer's pre-existing hypotheses, 
suppositions and expectations (Folkes 1988). As a consequence of held beliefs, 
explanations can often be given for events without analyzing the information 
in a covariation format (Kelley and Michela 1980). Observers use existing 
suppositions and expectations to determine the cause of an event and will 
discount or augment external information (Kelley and Michela 1980). For 
example, in a situation where unexpected behavior occurs, attributions 
pertaining to the actor's disposition would be discounted in favor of 
situational explanations. 
Discounting due to an observer's existing beliefs is also apparent in a 
persuasion context. When a communicator acts in an unexpected manner, 
attribution theory suggests that the message receiver's explanation of why the 
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communicator advocated a particular position will influence the type and 
amount of opinion change (Eagly, Wood and Chaiken 1978). Message 
receivers use discounting and augmentation rules in evaluating why the 
communicator stated a particular position (Eagly, Wood and Chaiken 1978). 
This concept has also been applied to marketing situations. For 
example, Sparkman (1982) found that when a product endorser had external 
reasons for making positive statements about a product (i.e. financial 
compensation), internal reasons (really likes the product) were discounted. 
It is appropriate to relate this concept to the study of philanthropic 
promotions. For example, consumers may discount motives of altruism 
when there is an apparent gain for the sponsoring company, such as with 
purchase-linked philanthropic promotions. On the other hand, consumers 
may not discount motives of altruism when there is no apparent gain for the 
sponsoring firm, as is the case with purchase-independent philanthropic 
promotions. Additionally, discounting may occur when the firm acts in an 
unexpected manner. For example, altruistic motives attributed to Exxon's 
campaign to save the environment would be discounted by individuals who 
believe that the company is a prime contributor to pollution. Therefore, 
favorable thoughts would be discounted, leading to little or possibly negative 
attitude change. 
Motivation. The amount and types of attributions formed may vary 
depending on the observer's motives for engaging in the attribution process 
(Kelley and Michela 1980). Studies have shown that motivation needs can 
lead to self-serving and false consensus attributions (Folkes 1988). For 
example, observers may be motivated to arrive at certain explanations 
because of self-esteem or hedonic needs (Kelley and Michela 1980). 
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Additionally, the amount of cognitive effort devoted to the attribution 
process varies depending on the observer's motivation to process the 
information. Individuals will be more intentional, deliberate and time- 
consuming in their causal analysis for situations that are unexpected, 
surprising or personally relevant (Fiske and Taylor 1984; Kelley and Michela 
1980). 
Attribution Formation 
There are two fundamentally different views explaining when 
individuals make attributions. One view suggests that the attribution process 
is relatively automatic (Taylor and Fiske 1978). Fiske and Taylor (1984, p. 20) 
contend that "the most trivial of observations contains an implicit causal 
analysis." Others see the attribution process as a mindful activity where 
observers carefully reserve their judgment until their analysis is complete 
(Kelley 1967; Jones and Davis 1965). It may be that both views are essentially 
correct 
The attribution process may be mediated by personal relevance, that is, 
observers will be more deliberate and devote more cognitive effort to the 
attribution process when observing events that are perceived as personally 
relevant or important For example, in the case of philanthropic promotions, 
observers may be more deliberate and derive different inferences when the 
supported charity is personally relevant or important to them. 
Dimensions of Attributions. According to Weiner (1986), attributions 
originate from three underlying dimensions (Weiner 1986). These 
dimensions include locus (internal-external factors), stability (consistency of 
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causes) and controllability (volitional vs. non-volitional behavior). Though 
each dimension is seen as a bipolar continuum, they are often represented as 
discrete factors (Weiner 1986). 
There has been much debate on the view that attributions reside in 
three dimensions. While researchers generally support the concept of a locus 
and stability dimension, many have questioned whether controllability 
actually contributes much to the understanding of attributions (Fiske and 
Taylor 1984). Additionally, there has also been considerable debate as to the 
nature and structure of these dimensions (Weary, Stanley and Harvey 1989). 
Solomon (1978) has argued against the theorized inverse relationship of these 
continuums, suggesting that the poles of the continuums may actually 
represent different dimensions. He contends that to arrive at an 
unambiguous conclusion it may be necessary to investigate factors within 
each dimension separately. 
Kruglanski (1975) argued that there are circumstances where the 
internal and external domain may best be redefined as an endogenous and 
exogenous domain. The endogenous factor is defined as behavior that is an 
end in itself, whereas exogenous is behavior that is a means to a further an 
end. It may be that this domain can be viewed as a sub-set of the larger and 
more general internal-external domain and appropriate in certain and specific 
situations. This study focuses on consumer attributions of altruism, made 
when individuals are exposed to philanthropic promotions. Attributions of 
altruism reside mainly in the internal-external domain. 
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Consequences of Attributions 
Based on the type of attributions formed, attributers may experience a 
change in attitude, behavior, affect and/or future expectations (Kelley and 
Michela 1980). The inferences formed from the attribution process influence 
the observer's attitude and intended behavior (Fishbein and Ajzen 1976). 
This suggests that as antecedents vary, so will the inferences formed and 
consequent behaviors. Additionally, as beliefs, information and motivation 
vary, so will resulting attributions of altruism. 
Altruism 
Altruism is one specific subtype of pro-social behavior (Eisenberg 1986). 
Pro-social behavior is defined as those acts which have some positive social 
consequence (Bar-Tal 1976). Other types of pro-social behavior include acts 
motivated by the prospect of rewards, acts mandated by an outside agency or 
acts performed as restitution (Bar-Tal 1976). While the other types of pro¬ 
social behavior may lead to similar social consequences, this study suggests 
that only those acts perceived as being altruistic will lead to favorable 
inferences and opinions. 
Definition of Altruism 
Altruism is defined as that pro-social behavior which benefits another 
and is an end in itself. These acts are done voluntarily and without the 
expectation of reward (Bar-Tal 1976; Krebs 1970). Altruism resides on a 
continuum, with extremes defined as altruism (acts with positive 
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consequences carried out for the benefit of others rather than the self) as one 
pole, and egoism (acts with positive consequences carried out for the benefit 
of the self) as the other pole (Rushton 1980). Since altruism is a continuous 
factor, it would imply that there may be different degrees of altruism/egoism 
i.e., extremely altruistic as opposed to very egoistic. Rushton (1980, p. 19) 
contends "that by thinking of degrees of altruism, the process of social 
judgment or attribution becomes clear." 
It is important to note that altruism may not be defined as a distinct 
behavior, but rather as a subjective interpretation of behavior (Aronfreed 
1970). This is consistent with attribution theory which basically focuses on 
the social judgment or evaluation of an event or behavior. 
Theoretical Basis of Altruism 
There are three basic theories which attempt to explain the origins of 
altruism: one focusing on the biological implications, one referring to the 
emotional aspect and one suggesting cognitive origins (Rushton 1980). While 
these theories may appear to be competing, it has been suggested that they 
may be complimentary (Eisenberg 1986). 
Biological Origins 
One approach to explaining the origins of altruistic behavior suggests 
that it may be biological in nature (Campbell 1972; Rushton 1980). Altruism is 
considered an innate trait that manifests in individuals through inherited 
genes. Rushton (1984) contends that these genes produce an "altruistic 
personality." Should this be the case, one would expect altruism to be 
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performed automatically with little or no cognitive effort. One may also 
suspect that those with an "altruistic personality" would interpret pro-social 
behavior differently than those who do not have this personality. 
Empathic Origins 
Another approach suggests that altruism originates from feelings of 
empathy. This theory suggests that altruism is performed in response to 
emotional feelings of sympathy, compassion and tenderness (Batson 1987). 
Egoism originates from some emotional feeling of personal distress (Batson 
1987). Thus, it is possible that similar pro-social acts are motivated either by a 
concern for others or an attempt to relieve one's own distress. This implies 
that in evaluating pro-social acts, an observer’s inferences of altruism will 
vary depending on their perceptions of the actor's feelings of empathy versus 
perceptions of actor self-interest. 
Cognitive Origins 
The final approach suggests that cognition plays a central role in 
altruism (Eisenberg 1986). This approach contends that individuals are 
actively interpreting their environment and consciously analyzing their 
surroundings and social circumstances (Eisenberg 1986). Thus, evaluations 
and judgments of pro-social behaviors may depend on the social situation. 
While most researchers have adopted the cognitive point of view, 
there have been some attempts to integrate the cognitive and emotional 
elements into a model to explain altruism (Eisenberg 1986). Piaget (1981) has 
suggested that these two components may follow a parallel but 
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complimentary course. However, emotion and affect play a minor role in 
explaining altruism and its impact is considered by some to be irrelevant 
(Eisenberg 1986; Kohlberg 1971). 
Attributions of Altruism 
When evaluating one's pro-social behavior, observers may use 
attributions to explain why the actor behaved in that manner. Observers are 
likely to evaluate this behavior in a dimension of altruism. Two general 
criteria have been identified as influencing an observer's attributions of 
altruism (Eisenberg 1986). 
Intentionality 
The first factor focuses on the intentions of the actor performing the 
pro-social behavior. If the actor is judged to having acted intentionally, the 
attributer is more likely to infer that the behavior was due to a disposition of 
altruism. Conversely, behavior originating by accident, or external mandates, 
leads to more egoistic attributions (Baldwin and Baldwin 1970). 
The magnitude of benefits produced by the behavior may also be a 
determinant of perceived intention (Staub 1978). Staub (1978) contends that 
as the amount of benefits produced increases, so does the tendency to attribute 
the behavior to an intention of producing good, i.e., altruistic. Thus, the 
more benefits resulting from the benefactor's behavior, the more likely they 
will be perceived as being altruistic. 
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Motives 
The second element used by observers to evaluate altruism is the 
perceived motivation of the actor (Eisenberg 1986). If the behavior is believed 
to have been precipitated by some attempt to obtain future rewards, 
attributions of egoism are formed. Alternately, if there is no presence of a 
possible rewards and some substantial cost is incurred by the benefactor, the 
act will likely be perceived as altruistic (Baldwin and Baldwin 1970). 
Other motivational factors influencing perceptions of altruism include 
acts performed as a result of choice versus mandate, acts perceived to be in the 
self-interest of the benefactor and acts performed out of obligation (Baldwin 
and Baldwin 1970). Acts perceived to be performed out of choice are more 
likely to be attributed to the actor's disposition of altruism (i.e., the behavior 
is the result of the actor's true intentions), whereas acts performed as a result 
of some mandate or obligation may be attributed to egoism. 
When evaluating the underlying motives of a pro-social act, observers 
may use discounting and/or augmentation processing strategies (Leahy 1979). 
For example, attributers may discount reasons of altruism if the actors are 
perceived as receiving some reward. Additionally, if the act is perceived to be 
a result of some mandate or obligation, attributions of altruism will be 
discounted. Observers may also use augmentation rules when observing pro¬ 
social behavior. In this situation the presence of inhibitory factors (e.g., 
threats of harm or cost to the benefactor) leads to inferences which place more 
emphasis on a facilitative cause (such as the kindness of the benefactor) rather 
than an inhibitory cause (Eisenberg 1986). 
There is also some evidence that the characteristics of the observer may 
affect how the behavior is perceived. Staub (1978) suggested that those 
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individuals who tend to be aggressive and antisocial show little insight 
concerning others' behavior. Conversely, he also suggested that individuals 
who view the world as being less hostile will be less likely to attribute pro¬ 
social acts to motives of self-interest. 
Finally, it has been suggested that when evaluating pro-social behavior, 
people refer to their own conduct (Eisenberg 1986). Individuals who 
perceived themselves to be altruistic are more likely to perceive this trait in 
others. 
It is conceivable that attributions of altruism may vary given the 
amount of cognitive effort devoted to the attribution process. Consumers 
may be more inclined to form attributions within the altruism dimension 
when the observed behavior or event is personally relevant to the observer. 
Personal Relevance 
Events which are personally relevant are those which are important or 
have some future consequence to an individual. Persuasive information that 
is personally relevant will be processed differently than information which is 
deemed unimportant. Petty and Cacioppo (1986) contend that personal 
relevance is an important mediator in the selection of cognitive route 
processing. 
Elaboration Likelihood Model 
One approach that deals explicitly with exposure to persuasive 
communications, and has gained widespread acceptance within the field is 
the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM: Petty and Cacioppo 1986). This 
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model deals with the amount of attitude change caused by the careful 
consideration of arguments contained within the message, as well as attitude 
changes resulting from simple cues in the message. Petty and Cacioppo (1986) 
posit that the amount of elaboration individuals are willing to devote to a 
persuasive communication will depend on the individual's ability and 
motivation to elaborate on message arguments. 
Elaboration is defined as "the extent to which a person scrutinizes the 
issue-relevant arguments contained in the persuasive communication" (Petty 
and Cacioppo 1986, p. 7). Message elaboration falls along some continuum, 
ranging from no thought given to the issue-relevant arguments to complete 
elaboration of all arguments. A key element mediating the elaboration 
process is the personal relevance of the message to the receiver. 
Petty and Cacioppo (1986) categorize this continuum into two distinct 
routes to persuasion (Figure 2.5). One is the central route in which 
individuals scrutinize the merits of the issue-relevant arguments. The other 
is the peripheral route where little or no elaboration is given to the merits of 
the issue-relevant arguments. When the peripheral route is used, the 
receiver incorporates cues that are external to the message arguments. It is 
important to note that the distinction between the two routes is one of 
direction and not necessarily cognitive activity (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). It is 
possible for one to devote more cognitive activity to the non-relevant 
peripheral cues than to the issue-relevant arguments. 
Central Route to Persuasion 
When messages are processed along the central route, more cognitive 
attention and consideration are given to the merits of the issue-relevant 
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arguments. The amount of change that occurs along this route depends on 
the ratio of favorable versus unfavorable thoughts generated from the 
cognitive processing activity. When an individual generates more favorable 
than unfavorable thoughts, a positive attitude change should occur. 
Conversely, when an individual generates more unfavorable than favorable 
thoughts, no attitude change or a boomerang effect (negative change) occurs. 
Attitude changes that occur via the central route are more enduring, better 
predictors of behavior and less susceptible to counter-persuasive messages 
(Petty and Cacioppo 1986). 
Peripheral Route to Persuasion 
When processing is done along the peripheral route, message receivers 
use factors other than the issue-relevant arguments to evaluate the merits of 
the message. Cues such as source expertise (Petty, Cacioppo and Goldman 
1981), source likability (Petty, Cacioppo and Schumann 1983), pleasant music 
(Corn 1982) and the number of arguments in the message (Petty and Cacioppo 
1984) have been identified as cues that are used in the peripheral route. 
Persuasive messages processed along the peripheral route receive little 
or no elaboration toward the issue-relevant arguments. Instead, simple cues 
are used by the individual in adopting a "reasonable" attitude. Attitude 
changes that occur along the peripheral route are less enduring and more 
susceptible to counter-persuasive messages (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). 
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Biased Processing 
There are some situations when message receivers are motivated to 
process information in a relatively biased manner. This means that the 
generation of favorable (or unfavorable) thoughts may be inhibited because of 
a pre-existing attitude (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). It is likely that message 
receivers will support positions that are consistent with pre-existing 
knowledge structures. External information will be processed in a manner 
that will contribute to the preservation of the guiding attitude (Petty and 
Cacioppo 1986). 
In the case of philanthropic promotions, consumers who have strong 
attitudes toward a firm (or business in general) or a well developed schema of 
how a business operates are likely to process persuasive communications in a 
biased manner. Thus, if a consumer enters the information processing 
activity with a negative schema or attitude toward the firm, favorable 
thoughts toward the sponsoring firm will be rejected or discounted because 
they do not fit with the existing attitude. Conversely, if a consumer enters the 
process with a positive attitude or schema toward the firm, unfavorable 
thoughts would be rejected or discounted. 
To summarize, individuals use two different routes when processing 
persuasive communications. An important mediator in the selection of 
these routes is the perceived personal relevance of the message. Messages 
that are perceived as being important or having some future consequences to 
the message receiver will be processed along the central processing route. 
Conversely, messages that are perceived as unimportant or of little future 
consequence to the receiver will be processed along the peripheral route. In 
the case of processing information contained in philanthropic promotions. 
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the perceived importance of the supported charity may act as a mediator in 
route selection. Another issue that may motivate message elaboration is 
informational content referring to the behavior of the message receiver (i.e., 
labeling). 
Labeling 
Labeling is the provision of a belief-relevant label or interpretation of 
an individual's past behavior (Scott 1978). It is a characterization, made by 
another, of one's behavior or personal traits. When an individual is made 
aware of this characterization, the information will used as a cue for future 
behavior, i.e., one will act in a manner that is consistent with the 
characterization (Tybout and Yalch 1980). By giving an individual feedback 
about their behavior (which at times may be false), labeling can be an effective 
strategy in modifying intended behavior (Fiske and Taylor 1984). 
Labeling can be effective in stimulating consumer compliance with 
promotional requests (Moore, Bearden and Teel 1985; Allen and Dillon 1983; 
Allen 1982). In these cases, consumers who received an advertisement which 
contained a labeling message demonstrated very different purchase and 
choice behavior than those who received no labeling message. 
The effects of labeling can best be explained within the self-perception 
paradigm (Bern 1967). Labeling stimulates the receiver's self-attribution 
process and influences future attitudes and behavior. 
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Self-Perception Theory 
Bern (1967) argued that people make attributions about their own 
behavior in much the same way as they do when evaluating other people's 
behavior. Bern (1972, p. 2) states that, "individuals come to know their own 
attitudes, emotions and other internal states partially by inferring them from 
the observation of their own overt behavior". Thus, to the extent that 
individuals attribute their own behavior to internal causes and not 
circumstantial pressures, a positive attitude toward the behavior develops, 
and individuals come to think of themselves as someone who possesses 
these traits (Allen 1982a). 
Review of Labeling 
A number of studies have focused on the effects of labeling. These 
studies provide empirical evidence supporting the concept that a labeling 
message can modify behavior (Allen 1978). The studies examined the concept 
of labeling using a variety of labels and modes of application. The consistency 
of results obtained by these investigations strengthens the confidence in the 
basic theory. 
In one of the earliest studies on labeling. Kraut (1973) found that 
subjects who were given a charitable label subsequently gave higher dollar 
contributions to charitable requests made at a later date. Using a field study to 
collect data, experimenters posing as door-to-door charity collectors assigned 
subjects to one of three labeled conditions. The experimental conditions 
tested were: verbal application of a charitable label, verbal application of an 
uncharitable label and no label application. Upon a return visit two weeks 
48 
later (by another experimenter seeking donations for a different charity), 
subjects who received the charitable label made significantly higher dollar 
donations than those in the other two conditions. 
Miller, Brickman and Bolen (1975) conducted two experiments 
comparing attribution messages (labeling) with persuasion messages. Using 
elementary school students, they found that subjects were more likely to alter 
their behavior when they received a labeling message than when they were 
exposed to a persuasive communication. They explain these results by 
suggesting that a labeling message can hide its persuasive intent and is less 
likely to arouse resistance or counter-arguing than persuasive messages. 
They suggest that the information obtained from a labeling message can easily 
be adopted into the individual's belief system. They conclude that the 
"labeling of a person can lead that person to redefine himself along the lines 
of the label" (1975, p. 434). 
In one of the first applications of labeling in a marketing context, 
Swinyard and Ray (1975) suggested that a labeling technique is effective in 
stimulating a desired change in consumer behavior. In a field study 
conducted on female household residents, experimenters verbally delivered 
one of two persuasive messages about the American Red Cross. One message 
included a statement referring to the subject's "charitableness" (label) and the 
other contained no labeling message. From measures taken two weeks later, 
results indicate that those in the labeled condition reported higher intentions 
of doing future volunteer work for the Red Cross than those in the control 
condition. The authors posited that individuals labeled as charitable began 
thinking of themselves as that type of person. 
To explain their results, Swinyard and Ray referred to Kelley's (1967) 
discounting principle. They suggested that, "if the 'labeler' is not viewed as 
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manipulating and if the 'labelee' has no immediate available contrary 
evidence, the label cannot be easily discounted and the label will be accepted 
as the truth" (Swinyard and Ray 1975, p. 510). They concluded that labeling 
can have a "powerful" effect on behavior and suggested that it may be an 
effective marketing tool. 
In a field study of Chicago voters, Tybout and Yalch (1980) replicated 
the previous studies of labeling and its influence on behavior. Subjects in a 
convenience sample were contacted in their homes and requested to respond 
to a questionnaire concerning political attitudes. After answering the 
questionnaire, respondents were offered feedback concerning their interest in 
politics and the upcoming election. To do this the interviewer used a "voter 
profile scale" attached to the back of the questionnaire. Following the 
completion of the scale, subjects were immediately given their scale score. 
When giving the subjects their scores, the experimenter actually provided 
them with one of two randomly assigned labeling treatments. The conditions 
labeled the respondent as having either an average or above average 
probability of voting in the election. Results indicate that individuals tended 
to act in a manner that was consistent with the label. The proportion of those 
who actually voted in the election was significantly higher for those labeled as 
high probability voters than those labels as average probability voters. 
Tybout and Yalch explained their results by referring to the self¬ 
perception paradigm and how labeling can influence future behavior through 
self-inferences. However, they qualified this explanation by suggesting that "a 
label would only serve as a basis for inferring self-perceptions and guiding 
future behavior when it was a salient cue - that is, when it was consistent 
with an individual's self-schema" (1980, p. 412) 
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Allen (1^2) examined labeling in an onerg\* vXMXsorvativ'u 
Subjects were ex-posed to experimental video stimuli emKxldtxi \vithii\ a 
documentary on property tax issues. The stimuli tVu the lalvUxi 0'nditiiM\ 
portrayed the American consumer as a willing particijwnt in Si^lving the 
country’s energy problems. Reported results show that the lalvling message 
had a positive influence on all consumption-oriented dependent measmes, 
Allen concluded that a positive label can influence a desired Ivhavior among 
consumers. In this study Allen (1978) also compared the lalvling 4\pproaol\ 
with a persuasion format. He found additional evidence supporting Iht* 
contention by Miller et al (1975) that a labeling message can be more 
influential in modifying behavior than a persuasive message. 
Two important features of labeling are contained in Allen's stiulies 
(1983; 1982; 1978) on labeling. First, the labeling message that consumers 
received was applied via mass media. These are the first instances where the 
label was applied by a means other than a person-to-person verbal message 
(Moore, Bearden and Teel 1985). This implies that labeling can be an 
important and useful advertising or promotional tactic. The second feature 
associated with Allen's studies is that the applied label was not based on a 
specific behavior performed by a particular individual. This is also important 
from a communication standpoint as one standard message can be devised 
appeal to a variety of audience types. 
In their study Moore, Bearden and Teel (1985) also used advertising to 
convey a labeling message. In an experiment subjects were exposed to 
magazine advertisements which contained either a labeling message 
("helpful people like yourself) or no label. Subjects also received additional 
lalx'ling stimuli through verbal comments by the experimenter and other 
written stimuli. Results show that those in the label-present condition had 
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significantly higher attitudes toward giving to the Red Cross than those in the 
no-label condition. 
Constructing Labels 
It is unlikely that people will always perform self-perception analysis 
(Allen 1982a; Wilson, Hull and Johnson 1981). Therefore, for a label to be 
effective in influencing behavior, it must stimulate the individual to form 
self-inferences. To do this, a label should try to make the behavioral cue 
salient to the individual. To make the label credible, the trait or cue conveyed 
in the message should reflect some behavior that the individual may relate to 
or has previously performed. To increase the chance of stimulating self¬ 
perception analysis, care should be taken to enhance the salience, favorability 
and availability (Allen 1982a). 
The salience aspect of a labeling message refers to behavioral cues that 
will be used as a basis in forming self-perceptions. These cues are most 
influential when they are consistent with, and conform to, an individual's 
self-schema (i.e., one's structured knowledge about the self, given a certain 
concept or stimulus: Tybout Yalch 1980; Fiske and Taylor 1984). For example, 
a message with a charitable label would not be salient to an individual who 
does not believe in giving to charity, has not made charitable donations in the 
past and does not intended to do so in the future. 
Another factor that plays a role in whether a label will influence self¬ 
perception is the favorability of the label (Allen 1982a). This is concerned 
with the type of self perceptions generated and the affect or feelings generated 
by a given behavioral experience (Allen 1982a). Kraut (1973) suggested that 
when regarding their own behavior, individuals are more willing to accept 
52 
positive labels and form favorable beliefs or attributions about themselves. 
This would suggest that a labeling message is more effective in some 
consumer situations (e.g., such as when a label of altruism is applied) than 
others. 
Finally, availability will enhance and increase the chances of self¬ 
perception analysis. The easier it is for the message receiver to recall or refer 
to a corresponding behavioral experience, the more it will influence the self¬ 
perception process (Allen 1982a). For example, when a charitable label is 
assigned to one who has recently given to a charity, he will be more likely to 
perform self-perception analysis that is consistent with the charitable cue. 
Attribution Process for Philanthropic Promotions 
Using previously explained theories, it is possible to portray the 
evaluation of philanthropic promotions within the framework of the 
attribution process. The model (Figure 2.6) indicates that the evaluation of 
philanthropic promotions stimulates an attribution process similar to that 
explained by Kelley and Michela (1980). This process is illustrated as a 
cognitive evaluation activity that integrates available information with pre¬ 
existing beliefs. The motivation to enter into the attribution process, and 
derive specific causal inferences, is mediated by the perceived relevance or 
importance of the observed event or behavior. 
As is the case with most advertising and promotional situations, 
consumers are likely be exposed to only a limited number of philanthropic 
promotions. Thus, consumers will be unable use the ANOVA procedure to 
determine causality. Therefore, consumers will use other processing 
strategies such as discounting to explain the firm’s behavior. Discounting is 
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expected to occur when motivation to form attributions is high and when 
individuals have pre-existing beliefs toward the firm, the charity or business 
in general. 
The outcome of the processing activity leads to one of two forms of 
causal attributions: attributions directed toward the firm and attributions 
directed toward the self. Philanthropic promotions which also carry a 
labeling message will lead to higher levels of self-perception and more self¬ 
attributions. Philanthropic promotions which do not carry a labeling message 
will evoke more attributions toward the sponsoring firm. Philanthropic 
promotions may also lead to an emotional response. Though not a focus of 
this study, it is important to recognize that alternate routes to attitude change 
may exist (Batra and Ray 1986). This issue will be saved for future research. 
The eventual attributions generated from the process influence 
consumer attitudes toward the promotion, the firm and the brand as well as 
intended purchase behavior. The model suggests that attitudes toward the 
firm and the brand may be influenced either directly by the formed 
attributions, or by the attitude toward the promotion. Additionally, the 
attitude toward the promotion may influence behavior either directly of 
indirectly (through attitude toward the firm and brand). The resulting 
consequences of the attribution process will be observed in changes in 
consumer purchase intentions and/or consumer affect. 
Antecedents 
When evaluating the philanthropic advertising messages, consumers 
enter into the process with a number of pre-existing conditions. Consumers 
use their current belief structure, their current attitudes and the amount of 
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information available when determining the cause of the philanthropy. 
Additionally, the characteristics and motivation of the observer influence the 
attribution process. 
Beliefs 
Consumers enter the attribution process with pre-existing attitudes and 
beliefs of how they expect a specific firm and/or firms in general to behave. 
Individuals who have pre-existing attitudes that are unfavorable will 
discount any favorable inferences. Conversely, individuals who have pre¬ 
existing attitudes that are favorable will discount unfavorable inferences. 
Consumers may also have pre-existing attitudes or feelings toward the 
supported charity and gift-giving in general. When these attitudes are 
unfavorable, favorable inferences will be discounted. When the pre-existing 
attitudes are unfavorable, favorable inferences will be discounted. 
Receiver Characteristics 
The model also suggests that certain characteristics and behaviors of 
the receiver influence the attribution process. Those who tend have an 
altruistic personality make more altruistic attributions than those who tend 
to have an egoistic personality. Additionally, those who have a history of 
personal gift-giving will also tend to make favorable attributions. 
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Available Information 
In this model, the external information used in the attribution process 
is contained within the philanthropic promotional message. This study 
focuses on information content relating to the type of philanthropic 
promotion, the presence of a labeling message and the personal relevance of 
the supported charity. These issues are integrated with the pre-existing 
beliefs, leading to causal inferences. 
There are a number of other informational factors that influence the 
attribution process. These items are identified as constants in the model and 
include the characteristics of the firm (e.g., size), the size of the donation and 
media format. The type and amount of influence these of issues will be 
examined at a later date. 
Motivation to Process 
Two factors influence the message receiver's motivation to engage in 
the attribution process. The first is the personal relevance of the charity 
portrayed in the message. When the charity has some consequence to the 
message receiver, personal relevance is expected to be high. Conversely, 
when the charity is of little consequence and im|X)rtance to the receiver, 
personal relevance will be low. 
The inclusion of a labeling message is also expected to stimulate the 
attribution process. However, the attributions formed from this analysis will 
be focused toward the self rather than the sponsoring firm. 
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Processing 
Once the observer has been exposed to the behavior, they form causal 
attributions in an attempt to understand the behavior. In most situations 
consumers will form attributions with only a limited number of 
observations. Therefore, it is likely they revert to the use of discounting rules 
when evaluating the underlying motives 
Discounting and Augmentation 
Given the structure and nature of this study, the discounting rule is 
expected to be the operative processing strategy. Consumers are expected to 
discount causal inferences based on their pre-existing beliefs and the 
information contained in the message. However, it may be noted that other 
situations, which include some of the factors currently being held constant, 
may lead to an augmentation processing strategy. For example, if a small firm 
promises a large donation, consumers may augment attributions of altruism. 
The factors being held constant in this study deserve future examination. 
Types of Attributions Formed 
The attributions developed from the process are focused on either the 
firm or the self. Attributions formed toward the firm reside within a 
dimension of altruism. They directly influence consumer attitudes toward 
the firm, the brand and the promotion, and indirectly influence consumer 
behavior. 
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Attributions formed toward the self directly influence the attitude 
toward the promotion which moderates consumer behavior. They are not 
expected to be influential in affecting consumer attitudes toward the firm or 
the brand. 
Consequences 
The resulting consequences of the attribution process are consumer 
attitudes, affect and intended behavior. Attitude development or change may 
be directed toward the promotion itself, the sponsoring firm or the promoted 
brand. Each type of attitude influences the other attitudes as well as 
consumer purchase intentions. 
Chapter Summary 
The chapter began with a review and discussion of corporate 
philanthropy. This section illustrated the current trends and philosophies 
associated with corporate gift-giving. It was explained that some firms are 
integrating their philanthropy with their marketing and promotional 
programs. For analytical purposes it is useful to categorize philanthropic 
marketing into two distinct categories: one ties product purchases to the 
charitable donation (purchase-linked philanthropy) and one that does not 
relate the product purchases to the charitable donation (purchase- 
independent philanthropy). 
The chapter continued with a discussion on how consumers may 
evaluate firms using promotions that include philanthropic appeals. It was 
suggested that the best way to examine the evaluation process is within the 
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framework of attribution theory. One particular type of inference that may be 
formed by the process is an attribution of altruism. These inferences 
influence consumer attitudes and purchase intentions. 
The chapter then introduced two additional factors that influence the 
evaluation and attribution process— personal relevance and consumer 
labeling. According to the Elaboration Likelihood Model, personal relevance 
is a key factor in the persuasion process. It is a mediator which directs how 
persuasive information may be cognitively processed, i.e., central versus 
peripheral route processing. 
The other factor that may influence the attribution process is consumer 
labeling. Theoretical support and empirical evidence was provided, 
illustrating that consumer labeling can modify future behavior. Finally, the 
elements were integrated into a general model that illustrates how 
consumers may evaluate philanthropic promotions and experience attitude 
and behavioral change. This is an extended version of the model introduced 
in Chapter 1. It includes a emotional response element that may be an 
alternative route to attitude and behavioral change. This element is beyond 
the scope of this study. 
60 
CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
This study examined the impact of corporate philanthropy as expressed 
in its promotional appeals. It looked at how these efforts influence consumer 
attitudes and purchase behavior. While a number of factors may influence 
the persuasion process as it relates to philanthropic promotions, the focus of 
this study is on three distinct factors: 
- type of philanthropic promotion 
- the personal relevance of the supported cause 
- the application of a consumer label 
This research approached the issue of persuasion from a cognitive 
processing point of view, namely, consumers cognitively evaluate and 
interpret corporate philanthropic promotional messages. These evaluations 
take the form of causal attributions used by the consumer in an attempt to 
understand and explain the motives underlying the firm's philanthropy. In 
turn, the inferences evolving from this process influence consumer attitudes 
and intended purchase behavior. 
This chapter presents the methodology used in determining the effects 
and interactions of the experimental factors. The chapter begins with an 
introduction to the experimental design and a brief review of the factors 
manipulated in the experiment. The next section develops and presents the 
hypotheses tested in the experiment. Next, the procedures used for the data 
collection process are described. This section includes pretest as well the main 
experiment methodologies. Finally, the data analysis section presents the 
manner in which the hypotheses and other measurements were examined 
and tested. 
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Research Design 
A 2x2x2 between-subjects factorial design with a control group was used 
to analyze the factors under consideration in this study (Table 3.1). These 
factors included: (1) the type of philanthropic promotion (purchase- 
linked/purchase-independent); (2) the perceived level of personal relevance 
(high/low); and (3) the application of a consumer label (label applied/not 
applied). These factors were manipulated and examined for their effects upon 
the dependent variables of consumer attributions of altruism toward the firm 
(Attrib), attitude toward the promotion (AttAd), attitude toward the company 
(AttCo), attitude toward the brand (AttBd) and purchase likelihood (BdCh and 
PdCh). For comparative purposes a control group receiving no exposure to 
the independent factors, was used to establish baseline values for the 
dependent measures. 
Independent Factors 
The experiment presented stimuli that manipulated the three 
independent factors of interest. The control group received a stimulus that 
contained no reference to any of the independent factors. Subjects received 
one of the nine experimental conditions. 
Philanthropic Promotions 
As noted in Chapter 2, philanthropic promotions may be classified into 
one of two categories (purchase-linked and purchase-independent). To 
manipulate this factor, subjects were exposed to either one of two types of 
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TABLE 3.1. Research Design 
Purchase-Independent 
Philanthropic Promotions 
High 
Personal 
Relevance 
Label Celll 
No Label Cell! 
Low 
Personal 
Relevance 
Label Cell 3 
No Label Cell 4 
Purchase-Linked 
Philanthropic Promotions 
High 
Personal 
Relevance 
Label Cells 
No Label Cells 
Low 
Personal 
Relevance 
Label Cell? 
No Label Cells 
Control Group 
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philanthropic promotional messages. The first condition represented the 
purchase-linked philanthropic advertisement and carried a message that 
explained that each consumer purchase would result in a donation to a 
charity. Thus, the total amount of money donated the charity was directly 
linked to the number of consumer purchases. The second condition 
represented the purchase-independent philanthropic condition. The stimuli 
conveyed a message that the seller is supporting a specific charity and, to 
illustrate this support, they are donating a sum of money to that charity. 
There was no prerequisite of consumer purchases for the donation to be 
made. 
Personal Relevance 
Consumer motivation to process message content and engage in the 
attribution process is motivated by the personal relevance of the message 
(Petty and Cacioppo 1986; Kelley and Michela 1980). Messages that are 
perceived as being important or having some future consequence to the 
individual will receive more cognitive elaboration (Petty and Cacioppo 1986; 
Fiske and Taylor 1984). 
In this study the personal relevance manipulation focused on the 
perceived impact of the charity. In the high personal relevance condition, the 
experimental stimuli included a charity that was importance to the message 
receiver, that is, the charity had some impact to the message receiver. In the 
low personal relevance condition, the charity represented in the experimental 
stimuli was perceived as being of little importance or consequence to the 
message receiver. This is consistent with the operationalization of personal 
relevance in many of Petty and Cacioppo's studies (e.g.. Petty and Cacioppo 
64 
1984, 1981). It is also consistent with the recent contentions that a "critical 
aspect" of involvement "is that the topic of the message is perceived as 
important to the self' (Petty and Cacioppo 1990). This manipulation also 
aligns closely with the contention that a common element associated with 
most interpretations of involvement is personal relevance (Fiske and Taylor 
1984). 
Consumer Labeling 
Labeling messages have been shown to promote self-perception 
analysis (Allen 1982; Miller, Brickman and Bolen 1975). Messages that carry a 
reference pertaining to a characteristic associated with the message receiver 
are likely to be evaluated differently than those messages that do not contain 
a label (Moore, Bearden and Teel 1985; Allen 1982). In this study, the 
manipulation of labeling was of either one of two conditions. In the first 
condition the promotional stimuli contained a reference that identified the 
subject as having a specific characteristic. There were two applications of the 
label. The first was a verbal label applied by the experimenter immediately 
before seeing the experiment stimulus. The second application was presented 
as a printed message within the stimulus. The printed label was similar to a 
procedure used by Moore Bearden and Teel (1985), Swinyard and Ray (1977) 
and Kraut (1973). Given the focus of philanthropic promotions, this type of 
label may be particularly useful in stimulating consumer self-perception and 
compliance with the promotional request. Both types of label applications 
have been shown to be effective in influencing consumer response to sender 
requests (Moore, Bearden and Teel 1985; Allen and Dillon 1983; Allen 1982). 
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Constant Factors 
There are a number of additional factors that may influence the 
evaluation of philanthropic promotions and the attribution process. These 
items were held constant throughout the experiment. They included such 
factors as: corporate identity, brand name, type of product, the media format, 
type of promotional tactic used, type of charity supported, size of the donation 
and type of donation (i.e., dollars versus goods). These factors are expected to 
be influential on the evaluation process and should be examined at a later 
date. 
Hypotheses 
The experimental hypotheses developed in this section stem from the 
theoretical background presented in Chapter 2. The sets of hypotheses are 
designed to measure the main effects and the interactive influence of each 
experimental factor in the study (for an outline of the experimental 
hypotheses see Table 3.2). 
Hypothesis 1: Main Effects 
These hypotheses examine the main effects of each independent 
variable. 
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HI a: Purchase-independent philanthropic messages will lead to 
higher levels of corporate altruism, more favorable 
attitudes and higher levels of purchase likelihood than 
purchase-linked philanthropic messages. 
Hlb: Philanthropic messages that support a charity with high 
personal relevance will lead to higher levels of corporate 
altruism, more favorable attitudes and higher levels of 
purchase likelihood than philanthropic messages that 
support a charity with low personal relevance. 
Hlc: Philanthropic messages that include a label application will 
lead more a favorable attitude toward the advertisement 
only and higher levels of purchase likelihood than 
messages that do not apply a label. 
HI a examines the overall effect of philanthropic promotions. It 
suggests that purchase-independent promotions will be more influential in 
altering consumer responses than purchase-linked philanthropic 
promotions. The key issue underlying this hypothesis is the prospect that the 
firm will be rewarded for its philanthropy. Purchase-linked promotions 
(where the firm gains a sale) are expected to generate more unfavorable 
thoughts than purchase-independent promotions (where there is no tie to the 
sale). It is expected that the prospect of potential corporate rewards will lead 
to a discounting of altruistic attributions. 
Hypothesis Hlb examines how consumer evaluations vary due to the 
personal relevance of the message. Personal relevance mediates the amount 
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of cognitive effort that consumers are willing to devote to message content. 
Messages that are perceived as important or having the potential to influence 
the individual’s life will elicit more cognitive attention than those that are 
deemed of little importance and consequence (Petty and Cacioppo 1990). 
Messages that are given additional elaboration are expected to more 
influential in altering consumer attributions, attitudes and purchase 
intentions. 
Hypothesis Hlc suggests that advertisements containing a consumer 
label are more effective in altering consumer attitudes toward the 
advertisement and purchase likelihood than advertisements that do not carry 
a labeling message. Labeling stimulates the self-attribution process and leads 
to additional scrutiny of message content. Labeling has been shown to be 
influential in altering consumer responses to promotional messages (Moore, 
Bearden and Teel 1984; Allen 1982). With the focus on the self-attribution 
process, subjects are not expected to devote much cognitive effort toward the 
firm or the advertised brand, therefore, no significant change is expected for 
the attitudes toward the brand or the company. 
Hypothesis 2: Experimental Group Compared to Control Group 
This hypothesis compares the main effects within the experimental 
group to the control group. 
H2a: Purchase-independent philanthropic advertisements will 
lead to higher attributions of corporate altruism, more 
favorable attitudes and higher levels of purchase 
likelihood than non-philanthropic advertisements. 
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This hypothesis compares the effect of purchase-independent 
philanthropic messages to a control group receiving a non-philanthropic 
message. In diis case the attributions resulting from the firm's philanthropy 
are expected to enhance the firm's image, thereby creating more favorable 
attitudes and higher purchase likelihood. 
H2b: Purchase-linked philanthropic messages will lead to 
different levels of corporate altruism, attitudes and levels 
of purchase likelihood than non-philanthropic messages. 
This hypothesis compares purchase-linked philanthropic messages to a 
control group that is exposed to a non-philanthropic message. Early evidence 
indicates that consumers may form favorable attributions toward firms using 
this approach (Mizerski et al 1990). However, it remains unclear how 
consumers evaluate these messages and their impact on consumer attitudes 
and jmrchase behavior. As explained earlier, it may be that consumers form 
favorable attitudes toward the promotions but unfavorable attitudes toward 
the firm. To determine the impact of this approach, it becomes necessary to 
use a two-tail test when examining this hypothesis. 
H2c: Philanthropic messages that support a low relevance charity 
will lead to different levels of corporate altruism, attitudes 
and purchase likelihood than non-philanthropic messages. 
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H2d: Philanthropic messages that support a high relevance 
charity will lead to higher levels of corporate altruism, 
more favorable attitudes and higher levels of purchase 
likelihood than non-philanthropic messages. 
These hypotheses compare the two levels of personal relevance to the 
control group. The enhanced elaboration caused by the high relevance 
condition is expected to lead to more favorable consumer responses. It is 
expected that the enhanced elaboration will allow the consumer to recognize 
the personal impact of the message. It is unclear how consumers will 
respond to the low relevance message. It is possible that there may be a 
negative response when the supported charity has little impact to the 
consumer. 
H2e: Philanthropic messages that apply a consumer label will 
lead to a more favorable attitude toward the advertisement 
only and higher levels of purchase likelihood than non- 
philanthropic messages. 
This hypothesis compares the effect of a labeling message to the control 
group. In effect, this is a similar analysis as the labeling main effect 
hypothesis (Hlc). Again, when a label is applied, consumers are expected to 
become involved in the self-attribution process. A label that provides a 
favorable characterization will lead to a favorable self-referencing process. 
This should lead to more favorable consumer response toward the message 
and high purchase likelihood. 
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Hypothesis 3: Two-Way Interactions 
This hypothesis examines the interactions between each of the 
independent factOTS. 
H3a: In conditions of low personal relevance there will be no 
difference in the attributions of corporate altruism, 
attitudes and purchase likelihood between the purchase- 
linked and purchase-independent philanthropic messages. 
In conditions of high personal relevance, purchase- 
indep>endent philanthropic messages will have higher 
Weis of corporate altruism, more favorable attitudes and 
higher levels of purchase likelihood than purchase-linked 
philanthropic messages. 
This hypothesis proposes that the main effect of philanthropic 
promotions are tempxrred by the personal relevance of the message. It 
examines the two-way interaction between the type of philanthropic 
promotion and personal relevance. In situations of low personal relevance, 
information jxrrtaining to both types philanthropic messages will be treated as 
a peripheral cue (Petty and Cacioppx) 1986). Individuals will not be motivated 
to devote the cognitive effort necessary to discriminate between the two types 
of philanthro{?y. Therefore, each type of promotion will have a similar 
influence on the depemdent variables. 
However, in situations of high personal relevance, individuals will be 
more likely to use central route processing and elaborate on message content 
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(Petty and Cacioppo 1986). The additional scrutiny of message information 
enables consumers to recognize the differences between the two types of 
philanthropic promotions. It is likely that consumers will discount 
attributions of altruism when they perceive potential rewards for the firm 
(i.e., purchase-linked). It is also likely that this discounting will not occur 
when there is no indication of reward for the firm (i.e., purchase- 
independent). 
H3b: In the low personal relevance condition, messages which 
include a consumer label will have a more favorable 
attitude toward the advertisement and higher purchase 
likelihood than messages that do not include a consumer 
label. 
In conditions of high personal relevance, there will be no 
difference in the attitude toward the advertisement and 
purchase likelihood between the labeled and non-labeled 
message. 
This hypothesis examines the two-way interaction between labeling 
and personal relevance. In the low personal relevance condition and with no 
label application, there will be little motivation for the message receiver to 
form attributions either toward the firm or the self. Therefore, fewer 
attributions will be formed, with little impact on attitude and behavioral 
change. However, when a labeling message is included, the receiver will be 
motivated to attend to message content while performing self-perception 
analysis. To be consistent with the characterization imposed by the label. 
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subjects will view the promotion favorably and have higher compliance rates 
(Tybout and Yalch 1980). It is expected that this condition will stimulate the 
individual to focus on the self rather than the firm, thus leading to few 
attributions directed at explaining the firm's behavior. 
In the high relevance-no label condition, consumers devote more effort 
to processing message content. The increased elaboration will lead to more 
favorable thoughts toward the promotion and higher compliance rates. In 
cases of high relevance-labeling, consumers view the promotion favorably 
due to both the enhanced relevance of the message and favorable self¬ 
perceptions. Thus, in this case, enhanced processing leads to no perceived 
differences between the two labeled conditions. 
H3c: In the no label condition, purchase-independent messages 
will have higher levels of corporate altruism, more 
favorable attitudes and higher levels of purchase 
likelihood than purchase-linked messages. 
In the labeled condition there will be no difference in 
attributions of altruism, attitudes and purchase likelihood 
between the purchase-independent and purchase-linked 
messages. 
This hypothesis examines the effects of labeling on the type of 
philanthropic message. In effect, the no label condition is the same as the 
main effect for the type of philanthropic message. Again, for the reasons 
explained earlier, purchase-independent messages should outperform 
purchase-linked messages. However, when a label is applied, consumers 
75 
should focus the attribution process toward the self rather than the firm or 
the brand. This should lead to less elaboration toward the firm's efforts and 
less distinction between the two types of philanthropic strategies. 
Hypothesis 4: Pre-existing Factors 
This hypothesis investigates the influence that the antecedent factors 
have on the dependent variables. 
H4a: Pre-existing attitudes toward and business in general, will 
have a positive relationship with attributions of altruism, 
attitudes and purchase likelihood. 
Individuals who enter the attribution process with pre-existing 
attitudes and beliefs, are believed to form attributions that are consistent with 
their belief structure (Kelley and Michela 1980). That is, they will discount 
causal factors that do not adhere to their belief structure. Thus, those who 
have an unfavorable attitude toward business will be more likely to discount 
altruistic attributions to conform to their existing schema. This is consistent 
with the concept of biased processing in which external information will be 
processed in a manner that will preserve an existing schema (Petty and 
Cacioppo 1986). 
H4b: Respondent characteristics of altruism, charitable giving 
and helping behavior will have a positive relationship 
with attributions of altruism, attitudes and purchase 
behavior. 
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This hypothesis examines how an individual's personal characteristics 
will influence his evaluation of the philanthropic message. Those who tend 
to be more altruistic will have a different perception of one's behavior than 
those who tend to be egoistic (Staub 1978). Also, those who are more 
involved with gift-giving and helping behavior will have more favorable 
evaluation of one's behavior. This hypothesis suggests that a consumer will 
engage in biased processing and refer to their own in-place schema when 
evaluating philanthropic behavior. Biased processing will lead the message 
receiver to use discounting rules to maintain consistency with their self¬ 
schema. Thus, attributions that are not consistent with an individual's 
existing schema will be discounted in favor of those attributions that are 
perceived to be more reasonable explanations. 
Pretest Data Collection 
Prior to the main experiment, two separate pretests were conducted to 
develop the experimental manipulations and the structure of stimulus. The 
goal of first pretest was to identify the type of charity that should be portrayed 
in the experimental advertisement. The second pretest was designed to 
determine the structure of the personal relevance manipulation. 
Pretest One 
There was some concern that the type of charity portrayed in the 
experimental stimulus may divert attention from the firm's philanthropic 
behavior. If too much focus and attention were placed on the type of charity, 
it would detract from the attributions directed toward the firm. For example. 
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if a charity that supported crippled children was used, the message receiver's 
sympathy to the charity might overshadow the attribution process used to 
explain the firm's motives. In effect, the type of charity could act as a 
distraction to the philanthropic message. This would lead to less discounting 
and less overall attribution formation. Thus, the type of charity would have a 
biased impact on the resulting attitudes and purchase intentions. Therefore, a 
"neutral" charity or one that did not evoke strong emotions was used in the 
experimental stimulus. 
Consumers use a number of factors in choosing which charities to 
support. To make this decision, consumers may examine such factors as the 
level and locus of dependency (Berkowitz and Daniels 1963; Horowitz 1968). 
These factors may be elements of larger dimensions that better explain how, 
why and what motivates consumers to support a charity. It is possible that 
consumers evaluate a charity on the dimension of "worthiness." Thus, 
worthiness may be the issue that determines consumer response to a charity. 
Therefore, a charity that has an average likelihood of receiving consumer 
support may be identified as being of average 'worthiness" and a "neutral" 
charity. 
To identify a set of "neutral" charities, 30 undergraduate students were 
asked their likelihood of giving to different types of charities. The students 
responded to an in-class questionnaire that asked the chances of their giving 
to 26 different charities (Appendix A). The overall mean and mean 
likelihood for each charity was calculated. Those charities that were not 
significantly different from the overall mean were selected as candidates for 
the experimental stimulus. 
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Pretest Two 
The objective of the second pretest was to identify the appropriate 
personal relevance manipulations. The key to the personal relevance issue 
was to hold the type charity constant while manipulating the level of 
personal relevance. For this manipulation to be effective, subjects must 
perceive the supported charity as being personally relevant and of some 
future consequence to them. One way of doing this was to manipulate the 
geographic proximity of the charity. 
Research in altruism has shown that potential donors are more likely 
to respond to a charitable request when the recipient charity is located nearby 
(Bar-Tal 1976). Ross, Stutts and Patterson (1991) and Smith and Alcorn (1991) 
suggested that CRM campaigns may be differentiated by local, regional or 
national levels. From their surveys, they found that respondents were more 
likely to support causes that have a local or regional focus. It is reasonable to 
suggest that the underlying dimension driving the difference between these 
geographic levels is personal relevance, i.e., the closer the charity is to the 
individual, the more likely it will affect them. 
Forty-six MBA students were asked to evaluate the personal relevance 
levels for three different charities. The charities used were selected from 
pretest number one. Each respondent received one of two personal relevance 
conditions for each charity (Appendix B). 
Main Experiment Methodology 
An after only with control group experiment was used to collect the 
necessary information. The experiment was conducted in two phases. Phase 
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One was an in-class questionnaire that collected covariate and respondent 
demographic information. In Phase two the experimental subjects were 
exposed and responded to the experimental stimuli. 
Sample Frame 
The subjects used for the experiment were recruited from the MBA 
summer session at Bentley College. Due to the need for a second data 
collection stage, it was necessary to use a sampling group that could be 
recruited to attend a session outside of the normal class period. The use of 
graduate students was advantageous in minimizing the experiment mortality 
rate and external noise caused by uncontrollable variables. 
Given the limited research on the subject matter related to this study, it 
is not possible to determine the sample size necessary for each cell using 
traditional statistical methods. Therefore, a reasonable approach to determine 
the sample size was to investigate the size used by other researchers in similar 
studies. Based on recent research in consumer behavior and social 
psychology, a sample size of 25 respondents per experimental cell appears be 
sufficient to determine the effects of the experimental variables. 
Subject Recruitment 
Recruitment for experimental subjects was done during their 
respective class sessions. At the beginning of each class volunteers solicited 
for an advertising study (for script, see Appendix C). It was explained that the 
study would be done in two parts. Part one was the collection of basic 
information and would be obtained in an in-class survey that evening. 
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Participation in part two required the individual to sign up for an 
appointment outside of their normal class session. It was explained that at 
the second meeting they would be asked to meet with a small group and 
evaluate different advertisements. It was felt that by meeting in smaller 
groups, external noise would be minimized and the experiment would be 
closer to a "normal" viewing environment than an in-class session. 
Appointment times for the second session were available before and 
after their next scheduled class meeting. As an incentive to participate in the 
study, all potential subjects were invited to enter into a raffle. The prize for 
the raffle was their choice of a pair of Boston Red Sox tickets or an equivalent 
gift certificate for the supermarket of their choice (Appendix D). Volunteers 
were then asked to raise their hands. At this point those who had raised their 
hands were given a questionnaire. Out of an average class size of 35 students, 
approximately 10-12 students per class volunteered to take part in the study. 
Phase One of Experiment 
The questionnaire that students answered in class included measures 
for the covariates and personal characteristics. The covariates measures 
included the respondent's attitude toward business, their own altruism, the 
amount of money they donated to charity within the last year and the 
frequency of their helping behavior. Demographic information was also 
collected at this point (Appendix E). Before answering the questionnaire, 
subjects were asked to affix their student identification number to the top of 
the cover page. Their student number was used to match this information 
with their responses to the experimental stimulus collected in phase two. 
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While the respondents filled out the questionnaire, a clipboard was 
circulated asking each student to sign-up for the second session. The sign-up 
sheet asked their names, telephone number and the best time to call for 
confirmation. The sign-up sheet allowed for a maximum of 10 names per 
session (Appendix F). Following their completion of the questionnaire, the 
subjects were thanked and reminded to note the date of their next scheduled 
appointment. 
Phase Two of Experiment 
An after-only with control group experiment was conducted in the 
second session. Phase two was conducted in groups of 8 to 10 subjects per 
session. Each respondent was telephoned either the evening before or the 
morning of their scheduled appointment. The call reminded the subject of 
the date, time and location of the experiment. This procedure proved to be 
effective as the response rate for the second session was greater than 98%. 
Before each session, the subjects were randomly assigned to one of the 
two label conditions. In the label condition a verbal label was applied before 
exposure to the experimental stimuli. After all of those who were scheduled 
had arrived, the experimenter applied the verbal label. Under the guise of 
"waiting for a few more people," the experimenter gave fictitious results from 
the in-class survey. These "results" commented on the charitableness of the 
students at this school (for a script of the verbal label, see Appendix G). The 
two remaining experimental conditions were randomly assigned to each 
student in the session. The control group advertisement was randomly 
assigned within the no-label sessions. 
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Following the application of verbal label (where appropriate), the 
experimental booklets were handed out. Subjects were then asked to follow 
along as the printed instructions were read aloud. Subjects were directed to 
stop after answering the questions related to the first (dummy) 
advertisement. This was done so that a similar amount of time was spent on 
the experimental stimulus which was always the second advertisement. The 
subjects took approximately five minutes to complete the questions related to 
the first advertisement. Following this task, subjects were directed to 
examine and respond to the second advertisement. The respondents took 
approximately 12 minutes to complete the answers pertaining to the second 
advertisement. Upon completion of the questions, the experimental booklets 
were collected and each subject was given an entry ballot to the raffle. They 
were directed to compete the ballot and place it in the box provided. Subjects 
were then thanked and dismissed. 
Stimulus Materials 
The experimental stimuli was presented in booklet format as printed 
advertisements. Each booklet contained two computer-generated 
advertisements. The advertisements were immediately followed by a 
number of questions related to that advertisement. The questions following 
the experimental advertisement included measures for the manipulation 
checks and the dependent measures. The first advertisement was a dummy 
designed to acquaint the subject with the process of examining an 
advertisement and the response format (Appendix H). The second 
advertisement was always one of the experimental advertisements. 
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The experimental stimulus was presented as an advertisement for a 
soft drink. Soft drinks are frequently purchased items that cross demographic 
boundaries. Their purchase also requires little cognitive effort. Thus, any 
cognitive effort devoted to the advertisement should be influenced by the 
personal relevance manipulation and not because of the purchase decision 
process. The brand advertised in the experimental stimulus was A&W Root 
Beer. From an earlier pretest it was determined that this brand elicited a 
relatively neutral response (for example of the experimental stimuli, see 
Appendix I). 
Measures 
Each experimental booklet included a number of scales designed to 
measure the dependent variables, the manipulation checks and the verbal 
responses. The dependent measures of interest were attributions of the firm's 
altruism, consumer attitudes and the likelihood of consumer purchase. 
Attributions are causal inferences that are used to explain and 
understand observed behaviors or events (Heider 1958). The attributions of 
interest in this study were consumer inferences toward the firm's altruism. 
Attitudes are global constructs that lead to an overall predisposition toward a 
person or object (Fishbein and Ajzen 1976). This study measured the overall 
feelings toward the advertisement, the brand and the company. Purchase 
likelihood was identified as the chances that the respondent would purchase 
the advertised product in various decision making situations. 
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Dependent Measures 
To determine the effects of the independent factors, the study 
measured six dependent variables. These items measured the attributions 
formed by the subject, their attitudes and the likelihood of purchasing the 
advertised brand. 
Causal Attributions 
To measure the attributions consumers that had formed as a result of 
their exposure to the experimental stimuli, a multi-item fixed rating scale was 
incorporated. When measuring attributions, rating scales have increased 
reliability, as well as higher construct and face validity than open-ended 
responses or percentage ratings (Elig and Frieze 1979). Fixed scales are also 
particularly useful for situations in which the respondent has some 
familiarity (Flig and Frieze 1979). This procedure was beneficial for this study 
where the subjects were somewhat familiar with the type of philanthropic 
messages used. 
The attributions of interest in this study are those that relate to the 
altruism of the sponsoring firm. These attributions reside in a dimension 
bounded on the extremes by altruism and egoism (Rushton 1980). The scale 
used to measure attributions of altruism was presented as a five-point Likert 
scale. This procedure is similar to the methods used by Sparkman and 
Locander (1980) and Smith and Hunt (1978) in their measures of attributions 
resulting from exposure to advertising stimuli (Appendix J). 
A common criticism directed toward attribution measurement is that 
there is no guarantee that the attributions would have been formed had the 
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research question not been asked (Weary 1986). To overcome this potential 
criticism, subjects were asked to respond to a thought-listing question that 
immediately followed the experimental stimulus (Appendix K). 
Attitude Toward the Advertisement (AttAd) 
Subjects were asked to respond to a series of scaled questions designed 
to measure their attitude toward the advertisement (AttAd). This scale 
focused on the respondent's feelings toward the promotional message itself 
rather than any feelings toward the sponsoring firm or the related brand. The 
scale was presented as a series of six questions. A five-level semantic 
differential scale, with extreme points identified as strongly agree and strongly 
disagree, was used to measure each item (Appendix L). The overall attitude 
toward the advertisement was determined by the averaged sum of the items. 
The scale was patterned after the Attad scale used by Holbrook and Batra 
(1987) and Spotts (1990) which has been shown to be highly reliable 
(Cronbach's alpha >.90). 
Attitude Toward the Company (AttCo) 
Subjects were asked to provide their attitude toward the sponsoring 
company. This attitudinal measure focused the respondent's feelings toward 
the company itself rather than any feelings they may have toward the 
promotion or the brand. This measurement scale was constructed in a 
similar format as the scale explained in the previous section (Appendix M). 
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Attitude Toward the Brand (AttBd) 
Subjects were also asked to provide their attitude toward the brand 
advertised in the stimuli. This attitudinal measure focused the respondent's 
feelings toward the brand itself rather than any feelings they may have had 
toward the promotion or the firm. Again, this measurement scale was 
constructed in a similar fashion as those previously mentioned (see 
Appendix N). 
Purchase Likelihood (BdCh and PdCh) 
Following the attitude measures, subjects were asked their likelihood 
of purchasing the advertised brand. These items were designed to measure 
the level of compliance generated from the promotional request. One 
question asked the chances of purchasing the brand within the confines of the 
root beer category. The other question asked the chances of purchasing the 
brand within the broader dimension of the soft drink category. The first 
question was interpreted as the likelihood of brand choice. The second 
question was interpreted as the likelihood of product choice. Each scale was 
presented as a one item ten-level scale asking the chances of future purchases 
(Appendix N). 
Covariates 
There are a number of additional factors related to this study that may 
make it difficult to obtain unbiased estimates of the treatment effects. These 
are elements that cannot be eliminated by experimental control (i.e., random 
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assignment). Therefore, it becomes necessary to account for their influence by 
means of statistical control through the use of covariate measurements (Kirk 
1982). The covariates include factors that measured the respondent use of the 
advertised brand, their feelings toward business and personal characteristics. 
Brand Usage (BdUse) 
Subjects indicated how often they used the various brands sold by the 
sponsoring company. The scale of frequency ranged from "never use the 
product" to "use the product more than four times a day." This measure 
accounted for any response bias that occurred due to familiarity with the 
product and past purchase behavior. 
Past Giving Behavior (Donor) 
Subjects were asked to indicated the amount of money they have 
donated to a charity within the past year. This item was presented as a one- 
item, open-ended question. This measure accounts for any response bias that 
may be due to the subject's own philanthropy. 
Subject's Altruism (Altru) 
The subjects own altruistic personality may also influence the 
dependent measures. Staub (1978) has suggested that personality traits 
influence one's perception of one's altruism and helping behavior. The 
present study measured the subject's altruism from a set of scales developed 
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by Staub (1991; 1989). The scale included eight questions that were presented 
as five-point Likert scales (Staub 1989; Appendix O). 
Subject's Helping Behavior (Help) 
In addition to the subject's charitable donations and their own 
perceived altruism, their frequency of helping behavior was also measured. 
Subjects reported how frequently they performed twelve different pro-social 
behaviors. The questions were presented as five-point scales, ranging from 
"never" (0) to "very often" (5). These items were also adapted from Staub's 
(1991; 1989) recent work on altruism (Appendix P). 
Attitude Toward Business (AttBu) 
As explained earlier, one's pre-existing attitude toward business in 
general may influence their evaluation of the firm's philanthropy. To 
account for this bias, subjects responded to a set of five questions measuring 
their overall feelings toward business. The questions were adapted from a 
study done by Sentry Insurance (1976) and presented as five-point Likert 
questions (Appendix Q). 
Manipulation Checks 
In any experiment where there are manipulations of independent 
factors, it is important to determine if the different levels were noted by the 
subjects. In this experiment three manipulation checks were required. 
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To check the manipulation for the type of philanthropic promotion, 
subjects responded to a two-item scale. These items were presented as five- 
level Likert type questions. One question focused on the requirement of a 
consumer purchase in order for the charitable donation to be made. The 
other question asked if the donation was tied to the purchase. These items 
were summed and averaged to give a total scale score. A t-test was conducted 
to determine if a significant difference was perceived between the two 
conditions. 
To check the personal relevance manipulation, subjects were asked to 
respond to nine items that measured the relevance of the charity. These 
questions were presented as five-level Likert-type questions and included the 
importance of the charity, the potential of the charity to affect the subject, the 
relevance of the charity, the subject's concern with the charity and whether 
the charity made them think more about the promotion. A t-test was 
conducted on the averaged summed score to determine if the manipulation 
worked as expected (Appendix p. 
Finally, to determine if the label application was noted by the subjects, 
they responded to the altruism scale (Altru) in both phase one (before 
exposure) and phase two (after receiving the stimulus). The altruism scale 
was summed and averaged for an overall Altru score. It was expected that 
those who received the label application would show a higher increase in the 
second measure than those who did not receive a label. The average change 
between each measurement was used to determine the manipulation effects. 
A simple t-test was used to determine the significance of the change between 
the two conditions. 
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Data Analysis 
The main focus of this study examined the influence of each 
independent variable and the relationships that exist among the 
experimental factors. Hypotheses have been developed to test the main 
effects as well as the interactions between these variables (Table 3.2). 
Hypotheses have also been developed to examine the effects of covariates. 
Hypothesis 1 
The hypotheses in this set explored the main effects of each 
independent variable. To determine if there was a significant difference 
between the levels of each factor, an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was 
used. The covariate factors used for each analysis included those that were 
identified earlier (i.e., past giving behavior, altruistic personality, and attitude 
toward business). The use of ANCOVA is suggested when additional non- 
experimental factors are highly correlated with the dependent measures 
(Keppel 1973). ANCOVA combines regression analysis with analysis of 
variance and allows for the adjustment of respondent differences. It 
effectively removes potential sources of bias caused by differences in the 
experimental unit and reduces experimental error (Kirk 1982). 
Hypothesis 2 
This group of hypotheses compared the effects of the independent 
factors to the control group. Dunnett tests were used to examine these 
differences. The Dunnett test is a specialized multi-comparison test that 
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contrasts experimental groups with a single control group. This test 
compensates for the increased Type I error involved with multiple contrasts. 
It is often chosen over other procedures because it takes into account only a 
limited number of comparisons, whereas the other procedures consider all 
possible combinations (Keppel 1973). 
Hypothesis 3 
This set of hypotheses examined the two-way interactions of interest. 
These interactions include the level of personal relevance by type of 
philanthropic message, the level of personal relevance by labeling interaction 
and type of philanthropic message by labeling interaction. To test these 
hypotheses, an ANCOVA technique was used for the reasons stated above. 
To compare for differences between cell means, orthogonal a priori contrasts 
were conducted. 
Hypothesis 4 
Each hypothesis in this set examined the effects of the antecedent 
factors. One hypothesis focused on personality traits and behavior of the 
respondent. The other centered on the pre-existing attitudes of the subject. 
The beta values from the regression portion of the ANCOVA were used to 
determine if these factors had a significant effect on the dependent factors. 
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Additional Analyses 
Cronbach's alpha and item-total correlations were used to determine 
the reliability of the scales used in the study. Additionally, the covariates 
were categorized in order to create a blocking effect on the analyses. An 
ANOVA was conducted for each block and set of independent variables. A 
priori contrasts were used to examine differences between the blocks. Finally, 
correlation analysis was used to explore the relationships within the 
attribution model that illustrates how philanthropic messages are evaluated. 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter described the procedures and methods used for this study. 
To examine the hypotheses of interest, a 2x2x2 (after only with control group) 
experimental design was used. The research hypotheses tested were 
developed from the theoretical background and information presented in 
Chapter 2. They are designed to test the main effects and interactions of the 
type of philanthropic promotion, the level of personal relevance and the 
influence of consumer labeling. The operative analytical method to examine 
the main effects and interactions is an ANCOVA procedure, followed by a 
priori contrasts. Dunnett tests were used to examine differences between the 
experimental and the control groups. Additional hypotheses were developed 
to determine the influence of pre-existing attitudes and individual differences 
of altruism and pro-social behavior. The beta values obtained from the 
regression model were used to determine these hypotheses. 
The chapter presented the procedures used for both pretest and main 
experiment. Data collected from the first pretest was used to identify the types 
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of charities that may be used in the experiment. The second pretest was used 
to determine the appropriate levels of operationalization for the personal 
relevance factor. The main experiment was conducted in two phases. The 
first phase collected information about the experimental subjects and the 
covariates identified for this study. In the second phase subjects were exposed 
to the experimental stimuli and asked to respond to a standard questionnaire. 
The results of the experiment are expected to provide information on 
how consumers evaluate philanthropic promotions. It will also uncover the 
influence that additional factors have on the attribution process. The 
information obtained from this will provide deeper insight into the 
attribution process and how it applies to philanthropic marketing appeals. It 
will also determine the effects that these promotional strategies have upon 
consumer attitudes and purchase behavior. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
This research examined the effects of different types of philanthropic 
advertising on consumer perceptions, attitudes and intended purchase 
behavior. The analysis also examined the personal relevance of the recipient 
charity and the application of a consumer label. The study also included a 
number of covariates, i.e., the subject's use of the advertised brand (BdUse), 
the subject's general attitude toward business (AttBu) and the subject's 
personal characteristics. These personal characteristics included the subject's 
own altruism (Altru), the amount of money they donated to charity in the 
past year (Donor), and their reported helping behavior (Help). 
The study is based on attribution theory or, more specifically, a special 
type of attributions, i.e., the perceived altruism of a firm communicating its 
philanthropy as part of its product advertising. The ultimate focus is the 
effect that these attributions have on consumer attitudes and purchase 
likelihood. The study measures a number of different types of consumer 
attitudes, such as, the attitude toward the advertisement (AttAd), the attitude 
toward advertised brand (AttBd) and the attitude toward the sponsoring 
company (AttCo). Purchase intentions were measured by the likelihood of 
brand (BdCh) and product choice (PdCh). 
To collect the necessary data, the study used an after-only with control 
group experiment. Experimental group subjects examined one of eight 
different advertising messages that contained a combination of the 
experimental factors. The advertising stimuli varied the levels of the type of 
philanthropic promotion (purchase-independent/purchase-linked), personal 
relevance (high/low) and the application of a consumer label (applied/not 
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applied). Control group respondents received an advertisement that made no 
reference to the experimental factors. Hypotheses were formed to test the 
main and interactive effects of the independent factors. Additional 
hypotheses compared the effects of the independent factors within the 
experimental group to the control group. 
This chapter presents the results of the experiment. First, the pretest 
results that were used to identify the treatment levels are presented, followed 
by a general description of the subjects who participated in the study. The 
relevant manipulation checks follow. Next, the chapter presents the results 
of the reliability tests for the various scales used in the study. The chapter 
continues with a description of the procedures used to categorize the 
continuous covariates and the method used to code verbal responses. Finally, 
the chapter concludes with the results of the hypothesis tests and the 
examination of any individual differences among the experimental subjects. 
Pretest Results 
Before designing the experimental stimuli, pretests were conducted to 
choose the type of charity and brand to be used in the experiment. There was 
concern that some charities might evoke a strong response, causing subjects 
to focus their cognitive efforts on the characteristics of the charity rather than 
the firm's philanthropy. Conversely, a charity that elicited little or no 
response might be ignored. Therefore, a charity or cause that elicited a 
moderate response was preferred. A pretest was also used to determine how 
the personal relevance treatment levels (high/low) could be operationalized. 
Finally, the brand portrayed in the experimental stimuli should be one that 
did not elicit strong feelings. Again, it was felt that if the brand elicited a 
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strong response, the impact of the experimental variables might be 
overwhelmed. For example, if the Exxon brand was used, subjects might 
focus on the firm's past behavior rather than its current philanthropy. 
Company image may be an important factor in the evaluation of 
philanthropic advertisements, but it is not within the scope of this study and 
should be examined later. 
Pretest 1 
To identify the type of charity to be used in the experiment, 30 
undergraduate students indicated their likelihood of contributing to 26 
different charities or social causes (Appendix A). Specifically, the question 
asked respondents to, "Assume that you have $50 to give to a charity or social 
cause. What are the chances that you would give it to these causes?" The 
mean likelihood of giving was calculated for each charity and compared to 
the overall mean. Three charities, whose average likelihood of contribution 
was not significantly different from the overall average the Salvation Army, 
Special Olympics and a College Scholarship Fund, were retained for 
additional study. 
Pretest 2 
The next pretest examined how the personal relevance of the charities 
could be manipulated. Geographic proximity was first examined as a way of 
manipulating personal relevance. For example, the "Boston and Suburban 
Chapters of the Salvation Army" was expected to be more relevant than "The 
National Organization of the Salvation Army" (see Appendix B). The 
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literature suggests that proximity of the recipient to the donor will increase 
the pro-social behavior of the donor (Bar-Tal 1976; Staub and Baer 1974; Ross, 
Patterson and Stutts 1992). This was interpreted as a proxy for personal 
relevance. 
Forty-six MBA students responded to a personal relevance scale for the 
three charities identified earlier. Geographic proximity was manipulated for 
each charity and cause. Respondents received one of the two levels 
(high/low) of geographic proximity for each charity. Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA) results showed no significant differences for the geographic 
manipulations. Therefore, it became necessary to examine different 
variations of charities and personal relevance. 
Pretest 3 
An additional pretest was used to solicit personal relevance responses 
for two causes. Subjects responded to one of two personal relevance 
conditions (high/low) for Graduate Scholarships and a Library Fund 
(Appendix R). Nineteen MBA students responded to this portion of the 
analysis. Results indicated that there was no perceived difference between the 
two levels of "Graduate Scholarships." A significant difference was found 
between the two levels of personal relevance for the Library Fund (td.f. 
17=2.59; p<.02). Pretest subjects found the library fund supporting their school 
to be more relevant than a "National Library." This manipulation was 
selected for use in the experimental stimuli. 
To determine which company/brand should be portrayed in the 
stimuli, 46 subjects were asked their impressions for 6 brands of soft drinks 
(see Appendix B). Respondents were asked to respond to a seven-point scale 
98 
ranging from "unfavorable" (-3) to "favorable" (+3) that asked their 
impressions of each brand. The brand that generated the most neutral 
response was used in the experiment. A&W Root Beer, with an average 
impression score of 0.17, was the brand with the most neutral response. 
General Results 
The primary experiment was conducted in June and July, 1991 using 
Bentley College MBA students as subjects. Two hundred and seventy-five 
subjects participated in the study— 216 in the experiment group and 59 in the 
control group (Table 4.1). 
Characteristics of Experimental Sample 
As noted in Table 4.2, the sample was almost equally divided between 
males and females. Subjects in the sample also tended to be young, 
unmarried, and with no children. They also tended to be part-time students 
with full-time jobs, and most had a family income of above $35,000. Since all 
the subjects were enrolled in the MBA program, each had at least a bachelor's 
degree. 
Manipulation Checks for Experimental Factors 
In experimental research it is necessary to ensure that the manipulated 
levels of the independent factors are perceived differently by the experimental 
subjects. Thus, manipulation checks were conducted for each of the three 
independent factors used in this study. 
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TABLE 4.1. Total Sample Size per Cell 
(N = 275) 
High 
Personal 
Label 27 
Purchase-Independent 
Relevance 
No Label 27 
Philanthropic Promotions 
Low 
Personal 
Label 27 
Relevance 
No Label 27 
High 
Personal 
Label 27 
Purchase-Linked 
Relevance 
No Label 27 
Philanthropic Promotions 
Low 
Personal 
Label 27 
Relevance 
No Label 27 
Control Group 59 
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TABLE 4.2. Sample Composite 
sex: 51% female 49% male 
age: 90% < 35 years old 10% > 35 years old 
martial status: 38% married 62% unmarried 
kids: 86% no children 14% had children 
income: 37% < $35,000 63% > $35,000 
student status: 29% full-time 71% part-time 
employment status: 
education: 
85% full/part-time employed 
all subjects had at least a bachelor degree 
15% unemployed 
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Type of Philanthropic Promotion 
The manipulation for the type of philanthropic promotion required 
subjects to recognize the underlying purchase requirements for each 
condition. Subjects who received the purchase-independent philanthropic 
stimulus had to recognize that no purchase was necessary in order for the 
charitable donation to be made by the firm. Conversely, subjects who 
received purchase-linked stimuli had to realize that it was necessary to 
purchase the product before the charitable donation was made by the sponsor. 
To determine if the distinction between the two types of philanthropic 
promotions was noted, subjects were asked to respond to two questions 
related to the prerequisite of a purchase for the donation. The two items were 
presented as five-point Likert type questions, ranging from Strongly Agree(l) 
to Strongly Disagree (5). These questions included: 1. "The product must first 
be purchased before the donation to the charity is made" and 2. "The 
contribution to the charity is tied to the sale of the product." 
The responses to the two questions were summed and averaged to give 
a score relating the necessity of purchase to the charitable donation. A low 
score indicate that the subject perceived that a purchase must first occur 
before the sponsor made the charitable donation. A high score on this scale 
indicated that the subject did not perceive that a sale was required for the 
charitable donation. The correlation between the two items was .968. 
Subjects who received the purchase-independent advertising stimuli 
scored an average of 4.67 on this scale, while those who received the 
purchase-linked advertising stimuli scored an average of 3.78. It appears that 
subjects did recognize the indirect necessity of a purchase with the purchase- 
independent promotion. However, the difference between the two 
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conditions was statistically significant (t d.f. 214 = 7.96 p < .000). Thus, there is 
evidence that subjects perceived each type of philanthropic condition as 
expected. 
Personal Relevance 
An integral part of this research was the perceived p>ersonal relevance 
of the charity supported in the philanthropic advertisement. The personal 
relevance of the charity was manipulated with a high and low condition. The 
high relevance condition, which had a direct impact on the subject, was 'The 
Business Collection at the Bentley College Library." The low relevance 
condition, which had limited impact, was "The National Library 
Foundation." Subjects responded to nine questions to determine if there was 
a perceived difference between the two levels of personal relevance 
(Appendix J). 
The personal relevance items were adapted from those used by Bloch 
(1981), Petty cmd Cadoppo (1986) and Spotts (1990). The items were presented 
as five-point Likert type questions, anchored on the end-points by "Strongly 
Agree" (1) and "Strongly Disagree" (5). Following the necessary reverse 
scoring, the items were summed and averaged to give a total personal 
relevance (PR) score. A high score on this scale indicates that the supported 
charity was p)erceived being personally relevant. A low score indicates that 
the charity was perceived as being of low personal relevance. The reliability 
of this scale, as measured by Cronbach's Alpha, equaled .964 (Appendix S). 
Subjects who received the high relevance stimuli averaged a p>ersonal 
relevance score of 3.50 while those who received the low relevance stimuli 
had an average summed score of 3.20. It appears that the experimental subject 
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did perceive some personal impact from the low relevance condition. This 
may have been due to their current student status. However, the difference 
between the two conditions was statistically significant (t d.f. 214 = 2.66; p<.01). 
Labeling 
The intention of the label application was to have the experimental 
subjects focus their attributions toward the self rather than the sponsoring 
firm. To determine if this occurred, the Altru scale was measured before and 
after exposure to the experimental stimulus. Those who received the label 
should have been more involved in the self-attribution process and have a 
higher Altru score after the label was applied. 
Two procedures were used to examine the before and after labeling 
effect. First, the Altru score measured before the experiment was compared to 
the Altru score measured after exposure to the stimulus. A simple t-test 
showed no significant difference between the two measures. The second 
procedure searched for any changes between the individual items on two 
Altru scales. Again, the t-test results indicate no significant changes between 
the before-after measures. Thus, it was concluded that the labeling 
manipulation did not work in this experiment. Therefore, it was eliminated 
from the data analysis. 
Reliability of Dependent Measurement Scales 
This study used a number of summed scales to measure the subject's 
evaluations and responses to the experimental stimuli and the identified 
covariates. The dependent measures included the attributions used to 
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explain the firm's philanthropy (Attrib), the attitude toward the 
advertisement (AttAd), the attitude toward the brand (AttBd) and the attitude 
toward the company. Cronbach's Alpha and item-total correlations were 
used to examine the reliability of these scales. 
The study also included two single-item dependent variables to 
measure purchase likelihood. These two items did not require a reliability 
check. The first measured brand choice and asked the subject, "If you were 
going to buy a Root Beer, what are the chances in ten that you would buy the 
A&W brand?" The second measured product choice and asked, "If you were 
going to buy a soft drink, what are the chances in ten that you would buy the 
A&W brand?" Subjects responded to these questions on a ten-point scale, 
ranging from no chance (1) to Definitely would buy (10), that followed each 
question. The correlation between these two items was .449. Responses to 
these scales were interpreted as the likelihood that the subject would 
purchase this brand when choosing among like products and when choosing 
from the broader product category. 
Reliability of Attribution (Attrib) Scale 
The perceptions of the firm's philanthropy was measured by an 
attribution scale (Attrib). Subjects answered six questions related to their 
perceptions of the firm's underlying motives for making the donation. These 
items were adapted from a scale measuring consumer attributions (Smith and 
Hunt 1978). The items were presented as five-point Likert questions, ranging 
from "Strongly Agree" (1) to "Strongly Disagree" (5). Following the 
appropriate reverse scoring, the items were summed and averaged to yield an 
overall attribution (Attrib) score. A low Attrib score indicates that the firm's 
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motives were perceived as being egoistic, while a high Attrib score indicates 
that the firm motives were perceived as altruistic. The reliability of the Attrib 
scale, as measured by Cronbach's Alpha, equaled .71. The item-total 
correlations ranged from .20 to .57 (Appendix S). The one item with a low 
item-total correlation did not significantly affect the performance of the scale, 
therefore, it was not eliminated from the analysis. 
Reliability of Attitude Toward the Advertisement (AttAd) Scale 
To determine the subject's feelings toward the advertisement itself, 
each respondent answered six questions that related to the advertisement 
only. The items were adapted from the attitude scales used by Holbrook and 
Batra (1987) and Spotts (1990). The items were presented as 5-point semantic 
differential questions, ranging from "Strongly Agree" (1) to "Strongly 
Disagree" (5). Following the necessary reverse scoring, the items were 
summed and averaged to give an overall attitude toward the advertisement 
(AttAd) score. A low AttAd score indicates a less favorable attitude toward 
the advertisement, while a high AttAd score indicates a more favorable 
attitude toward the advertisement. The item-total correlations for this scale 
ranged from .77 to .91 and the overall reliability was .95 (see Appendix S). 
Reliability of Attitude Toward the Brand (AttBd) Scale 
The subject's feelings toward the advertised brand (AttBd) was 
measured by a scale that included six items. Again, these items were adapted 
from the scales used by Holbrook and Batra (1987) and Spotts (1990) and were 
summed and averaged to give the AttBd score. The items were presented as 
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5-point semantic differential type questions, ranging from "Strongly Agree" 
(1) to "Strongly Disagree" (5). Following the appropriate reverse scoring, the 
items were summed and averaged to give an overall opinion of the band. A 
low AttBd score indicates a less favorable attitude toward the brand, while a 
high AttBd score indicates a more favorable attitude. The item-total 
correlations for the items included on this scale ranged from .82 to .92, with 
an overall reliability of .95 (Appendix S). 
Reliability of Attitude Toward the Company (AttCo) Scale 
To measure the subject's attitude toward the sponsoring company 
(AttCo), a similar set of six questions were asked. Again, the scale was adapted 
from those used by Holbrook and Batra (1987) and Spotts (1990). The six items 
were presented as 5-point semantic differential questions that ranged from 
"Strongly Agree" (1) to "Strongly Disagree" (5). The items were reverse scored 
(where appropriate), then summed and averaged to give an overall feeling 
toward the company. A low AttCo score indicates a less favorable attitude 
toward the company, while a high AttCo score indicates a more favorable 
attitude. The item-total correlations ranged from .74 to point .83 with an 
overall reliability of .90 (Appendix S). 
Coding of Verbal Responses 
Immediately following their exposure to the experimental stimuli, 
subjects were asked to write down any thoughts they may have had while 
viewing the advertisement. Three coders, who were aware of the 
experimental hypotheses, interpreted these responses and assigned them to 
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pre-defined categories (for a listing of the categories see Table 4.3). Two coders 
were used for the first coding wave and had a level of interpretive agreement 
of .90. The third coder acted as a tie-breaker for those items on which the first 
two coders disagreed. 
Reliability of Covariate Measurement Scales 
Responses for the covariate measures were collected by a questionnaire 
before the experiment. The covariates included the respondent's general 
attitude toward business (AttBu), the subject's use of the advertised brand 
(BdUse), the respondent's perception of their own altruism (Altru), the 
amount of money donated to charity by the subject within the past year 
(Donor) and the subject's reported level of helping behavior (Help). Brand 
use (BdUse) was measured by individual scales that asked the respondent 
how frequently they used the advertised brand. Donor was an open-ended 
question that asked for a single item monetary response. These two factors 
did not require reliability checks. 
Reliability of Attitude Toward Business (AttBu) Scale 
A series of five questions were asked to determine the subject's overall 
opinion toward business. These questions were asked before the experiment 
and focused on the subject's general feelings toward American business. The 
items were adapted from a public opinion survey published by Sentry 
Insurance (1976). They were presented as 5-point Likert questions, ranging 
from "Strongly Agree" (1) to "Strongly Disagree" (5). Following the necessary 
reverse scoring, the five items were summed and averaged to obtain the 
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TABLE 4.3. Categories of Verbal Responses 
Attributions 
positive 
neutral 
negative 
Comments toward the Product 
positive 
neutral 
negative 
Comments toward the Advertisement 
positive 
neutral 
negative 
Comments toward the Donation 
positive 
neutral 
negative 
Comments toward the Labeling Message 
positive 
neutral 
negative 
Comments toward the Brand 
positive 
neutral 
negative 
Comments toward the Company 
positive 
neutral 
negative 
Comments toward the Charity 
positive 
neutral 
negative 
Skeptical Comments 
Comments toward the Purchase Bahavior 
positive 
neutral 
negative 
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subject's AttBu score. A low AttBu score indicates a less favorable attitude 
toward American Business, while a high AttBu score indicates a more 
favorable attitude toward American Business. The item-total correlations 
ranged from .40 to .50 with an overall reliability of .67 (Appendix S). 
Reliability of Altruism (Altru) Scale 
The subject's own altruism was measured by a series of eight questions. 
These items were adapted from a study on altruism done by Staub (1991; 1989) 
and were presented as five-point Likert questions. The end points were 
anchored by "Strongly Agree" (1) and "Strongly Disagree" (5). Following the 
appropriate reversed scoring, the items were summed and averaged to obtain 
the subject's Altru score. A low Altru score indicates a sense of egoism, while 
a high Altru score indicates a sense of altruism. The item-total correlations 
ranged from .05 to .71, with an overall reliability of .73 (Appendix S). One 
item on the scale had a very low item-total correlation. However, since its 
impact on the overall reliability was minimal, it was not eliminated from the 
scale. The Altru scale was applied before and after the experiment. There was 
no significant difference of reliability between the two measures. 
Reliability Helping Behavior (Help) Scale 
To obtain deeper insight into the subject's own sense of pro-social 
behavior, each respondent reported the frequency of performing twelve 
different types of helping behavior. These items were also adapted from the 
study on altruism done by Staub (1989). Each item asked the subject how 
often they had performed a particular helping behavior. The range of 
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possible responses extended from "never" (0) to "very often" (5). These items 
were summed and averaged to give the overall Help score. A low Help score 
indicates that the subject performed little helping behavior, while a high Help 
score indicates the performance of many helping behaviors. The item-total 
correlations (Appendix S) ranged from .12 to .56, with an overall reliability of 
.74. One item on the scale had a very low item-total correlation. However, 
since its impact on the overall reliability was minimal, it was not eliminated 
from the scale. 
Collapse of Antecedent Variables 
To examine the interactions between the covariates and the 
independent factors, it became necessary to collapse the covariates into two 
distinct categories. The collapsing procedures enabled the covariates to have a 
blocking effect and allowed for a more in-depth examination of the 
experimental variables. Only the covariates that were significant in any of the 
Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) analyses were collapsed and used for 
further study. These included the AttBu, BdUse, Donor, and Help covariates 
(see Appendix T for adjusted sample sizes). 
Categorization of Attitude Toward Business (AttBu) 
Responses to the AttBu scale ranged from 1.2 to 5.0, with a mean of 3.21 
and a standard deviation of .579. This distribution allowed respondents to be 
classified into a high or low AttBu group. To provide a clear distinction 
between the two groups, a buffer zone of mid-scale responses was created for 
the categorization process. Subjects who had an AttBu score of 3.2 were not 
used for the analysis; this equaled 16% of the sannple. Thus, those who scored 
less than 3.2 on the AttBu scale were placed in the low AttBu category and 
those who scored greater than 3.2 were placed in the high AttBu category. 
Categorization of Amount Contributed to Charity (Donor) 
The reported amount of money respondents donated to charity ranged 
from $0 to $8000. The average amount donated was $315.51, with a standard 
deviation of $629.47. Responses to this question were also grouped into two 
high/low categories. Again, a middle buffer zone was established and 
responses within this zone were not categorized. The buffer zone ranged 
from greater than $75 to less than $200. Using this classification scheme, 16% 
of the sample was eliminated from the analysis. Hence, reported donations of 
less than or equal to $75 were classified as low Donors and donations of 
greater than or equal to $200 were classified as high Donors. 
Categorization of Brand Use (BdUse) 
Subjects were asked how frequently they used four different products 
sold by the sponsoring company (Appendix K). The scale of responses ranged 
from "never use" (coded as 0) to "use more than 4 times a day" (coded as 6). 
Two distinct categories of brand users were established, non-users and users. 
Non-users were classified as those who reported not having used any of the 
four branded products listed. Users were identified as those had used any of 
the four branded products at least once. 
112 
Categorization of Helping Behavior (Help) 
Responses to the Help scale ranged from 1.92 to 4.33, with a mean of 
2.85 and a standard deviation of .497. Again, a mid-point buffer zone was 
established so that subjects could be categorized into a low or high Help 
category. The buffer ranged from between 2.75 and 2.83 on the Help scale. 
Fifteen percent of the sample was eliminated from the analysis. Subjects who 
scored 2.67 or less on the Help scale were placed in the low-Help category and 
those who scored at 3.0 and above were placed in the high-Help category. 
Summary of Measures Used in Study 
The study used number of summed scales to measure both the 
dependent variables and the covariate factors. Table 4.4 presents a summary 
of these items with their respective reliability measures. The scales appear to 
be reliable, with Cronbach's Alpha scores ranging from .674 to .951. 
The significant covariates were categorized for later use as blocking 
factors. Table 4.5 presents a summary of the categorization process used to 
identify each block. 
Test of Experimental Hypotheses 
This section examines the results of the tests conducted on the 
experimental hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 examined the main effects of the 
experimental factors on the dependent variables. Hypothesis 2 compared the 
differences in the experimental group to the control group. Hypothesis 3 
investigated the interactions between the independent factors within the 
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TABLE 4.5. Summary of Categorization of Blocking Factors 
Blocking Factor Categories Range of Category 
High AttBu > 3.2 to 5 
Attitude toward Business 
Low AttBu 0 to < 3.2 
User BdUse > 0 
Brand User 
Non-User BdUse = 0 
High Donor > $200 
Donor 
Low Donor < $75 
High Help > 3.0 
Help 
Low Help < 2.67 
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experimental group. Hypothesis 4 examined the effects of the covariates on 
the dependent variables. The final analysis examines any individual 
differences that may exist among respondents in the experimental group. 
Tests for Hypotheses 1 and 3 were conducted with a multi-step 
procedure. An Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was first conducted to 
examine the main effects of the independent factors and to identify significant 
covariates. Next, a separate individual Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was 
run with each individual blocking factor and the independent factors. A 
priori contrasts were used to compare differences within the blocks. 
The tests of hypothesis 2 first used a Dunnett test to compare 
differences between the experimental and control groups. Next, the relative 
blocks in the experimental group were compared to their corresponding 
levels in the control group. For example, brand users in the experimental 
group were compared to brand users in the control group. A one-way 
ANOVA was used to make this comparison. A priori contrasts were used to 
examine the differences between the groups. 
Hypothesis 4 was tested by using the beta values for the covariates from 
the initial ANCOVA. Finally, to examine individual differences, simple t- 
tests were conducted for each demographic factor. 
Hypothesis 1: Test of Main Effects 
This set of hypotheses examined the main effects of the independent 
factors within the experimental group only. Each independent factor was 
tested against the identified set of dependent variables (Attrib, AttAd, AttBd, 
AttCo, PdCh and BdCh). Hypothesis HI a suggested that purchase- 
independent philanthropic advertising would lead to more favorable 
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responses than purchase-linked advertisements. Hlb proposed that subjects 
in the high personal relevance condition would respond more favorably than 
those in the low relevance condition. 
The basic ANCOVA yielded no significant main effects for any of the 
independent factors. Therefore, none of the above hypotheses were 
supported. However, three of the four covariates had a significant impact on 
some of the dependent variables (see Table 4.6). The Altru covariate was the 
only covariate that did not have a significant influence on any of the 
dependent measures. It was eliminated from further analysis (for detailed 
ANCOVA results, see Appendix U). 
The next stage used the categorized version of each of the remaining 
covariates in an ANOVA with the experimental factors. In addition to these 
blocks, ANOVA runs were calculated for the previously identified antecedent 
variable of brand use (BdUse). The categorized version of the covariates have 
a blocking effect, where relatively homogeneous subjects are assigned to the 
same block (Kirk 1982). This enables the effects of the covariates to be isolated 
and have little or no influence on the experimental factors. The above 
hypotheses were reexamined for experimental main effects. The results of 
this reexamination are presented for each independent factor and identified 
covariate. (For complete ANOVA results, refer to the following Appendices.) 
Blocking Effect Appendix 
AttBu V 
BdUse W 
Donor X 
Help Y 
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Effects of Type of Philanthropic Promotion 
The initial ANCOVA run did not show any significant differences 
between the two types of philanthropic messages. However, when the 
analysis was blocked on the Donor factor, the type of philanthropic 
promotion did have some effect. Subjects who were high Donors had a 
significantly higher AttBd (p<.05) for the purchase-independent 
philanthropic advertisement than the purchase-linked advertisement (Table 
4.7). 
Effects of Personal Relevance 
The initial ANCOVAs did not show any significant differences 
between the two levels of personal relevance. A personal relevance main 
effect emerged only when the analysis was blocked on BdUse and Donor 
(Table 4.8). Non-users, in the high personal relevance condition, had a 
significantly higher AttAd (p<.01) than those in the low personal relevance 
condition. Brand users saw no significant difference between the high and 
low personal relevance advertisements. 
When blocked on the Donor category, low Donors saw no significant 
difference between the high and low personal relevance advertisements. 
However, those in the high Donor block, who saw the high personal 
relevance advertisement, had a significantly higher BdCh (p<.01) than those 
who saw the low personal relevance advertisement. 
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TABLE 4.7. Main Effect of Type of Philanthropic Promotion 
HIGH DONOR 
AttBd Score 
3.93 3.58 
Purchase-Independent Purchase-Linked 
(p<.05) 
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TABLE 4.8. Main Effect of Personal Relevance 
NON-USERS 
AttAd Score 
2.31 2.89 
Low Personal Relevance High Personal Relevance 
(p<.03) 
HIGH DONOR 
BdCh Score 
7.53 8.52 
Low Personal Relevance High Personal Relevance 
(p<.01) 
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Summary of Main Effects 
Table 4.9 presents a summary of the hypotheses that tested the main 
effects. Since the labeling manipulation check did not provide evidence that 
the two levels of the factor were perceived differently, it was eliminated from 
the analysis. Results from the ANCOVA analysis did not support the stated 
hypotheses. However, some support emerged when the blocking factors were 
introduced. 
Hypothesis 2: Comparison of Experimental Effects to Control Group 
This hypothesis compared the main effects of the independent factors 
in the experimental group to the control group. The analysis was conducted 
with a two-step process. The first step used a Dunnett test to compare the 
experimental cells with the control cells. The second stage divided the 
covariates into their respective blocks and compared the corresponding 
experimental and control sub-groups. A one-way ANOVA, with a priori 
contrasts, was used for this comparison. 
Purchase-Independent Advertisements Compared to Control Group (H2a) 
H2a hypothesized that those in the experimental group who received 
the purchase-independent stimulus would have more favorable responses 
than the control group. Results of the Dunnett tests indicate that none of the 
experimental cells were significantly different from the control group. 
However, significant effects were found when the analysis was blocked on 
AttBu and BdUse (Tables 4.10 and 4.11). 
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TABLE 4.10. Contrast of Purchase-Independent 
Advertisement to Control Group (AttBu Block) 
LOW AttBu 
AttAd Score 
2.33 2.74 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.04) 
HIGH AttBu 
Attrib Score 
3.09 2.82 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.01) 
126 
TABLE 4.11. Contrast of Purchase-Independent 
Advertisement to Control Group (BdUse Block) 
NON-USERS 
AttCo Score 
3.40 3.04 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.01) 
NON-USERS 
BdCh Score 
7.21 5.64 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.03) 
USERS 
Attrib Score 
2.95 2.73 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.01) 
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Experimental subjects with a low AttBu who were exposed to the purchase- 
independent philanthropic advertisement had a significantly lower AttAd 
(p<.03) than the control group members who had a low AttBu. This is 
reverse to the experimental hypothesis. Experimental subjects with a high 
AttBu who were exposed to the purchase-independent advertisement had a 
significantly higher Attrib (p<.01) than those with a high AttBu in the control 
group. 
Non-users who saw the purchase-independent philanthropic 
advertisement had a significantly higher AttCo (p<.01) and BdCh (p<.03) than 
non-users in the control group. Users in the experimental group who 
received the purchase-independent advertisement had a significantly higher 
Attrib (p<.01) than users in the control group. 
Purchase-Linked Advertisements Compared to Control Group (H2b) 
This hypothesis suggested that those who were exposed to the 
purchase-linked stimulus would form different perceptions and responses 
than the control group. Results of the Dunnett tests indicate that none of the 
experimental cells were significantly different from the control group. 
However, there were some significant differences when the analysis was 
blocked on AttBu and BdUse (Table 4.12). 
Subjects who had a high AttBu and received the purchase-linked 
philanthropic advertisement had a significantly higher Attrib (p<.02) than 
those with a high AttBu in the control group. There were no significant 
differences between the experimental and control group subjects who had a 
low AttBu. 
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TABLE 4.12. Contrast of Purchase-Linked Advertisement 
to Control Group (AttBu and BdUse Blocks) 
HIGH AttBu 
Attrib Score 
2.97 2.82 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.02) 
USERS 
AttBd Score 
3.88 4.23 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.02) 
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Brand users who received the purchase-linked philanthropic advertisement 
had a significantly lower AttBd (p<.02) than users in the control group. There 
were no significant differences between non-users in the experimental and 
control groups. 
Low Personal Relevance Compared to Control Group (H2c) 
This hypothesis suggested that those in the experimental group who 
were in the low personal relevance condition would have different 
perceptions and responses than the control group. Results from the Dunnett 
tests indicate that none of the experimental cells were significantly different 
from the control group. However, some significant differences emerged 
when the analysis was blocked on BdUse and Donor (Tables 4.13 and 4.14). 
Non-users who saw the low personal relevance advertisement had a 
significantly higher BdCh (p<.03) than non-users in the control group. Users 
in the low personal relevance condition had significantly a lower AttBd 
(p<.02) and BdCh (p<.02) than users in the control group. Interestingly, the 
users in the low personal relevance condition also had a significantly higher 
Attrib (p<.02) than the control group. 
High Donors who received the low personal relevance advertisement 
had a significantly lower AttAd (p<.01), than high Donors in the control 
group. There were no significant differences between the low Donors in the 
experimental and control groups. 
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TABLE 4.13. Contrast of Low Personal Relevance 
Advertisement to Control Group (BdUse Block) 
NON-USERS 
BdCh Score 
7.30 5.64 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.03) 
USERS 
Attrib Score 
2.94 2.73 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.02) 
USERS 
AttBd Score 
3.90 4.23 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.02) 
USERS 
BdCh Score 
7.68 8.59 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.02) 
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TABLE 4.14. Contrast of Low Personal Relevance 
Advertisement to Control Group (Donor Block) 
HIGH DONOR 
AttAd Score 
2.49 3.11 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.01) 
132 
High Personal Relevance Compared to Control Group (H2d) 
Subjects in the high relevance condition were expected to have more 
favorable attributions, attitudes and higher purchase intentions than the 
control group. Results of the Dunnett tests indicate that none of the 
experimental cells were significantly different from the control group. 
However, when the analysis was blocked on the AttBu, BdUse and Donor 
factors, some differences were uncovered (Table 4.15). 
Subjects with a high AttBu who saw the high personal relevance 
advertisement had a significantly higher Attrib (p<.01) than those with a high 
AttBu in the control group. There was no significant difference between the 
experimental and control groups for those who had a low AttBu. 
Non-users in the high personal relevance condition had a higher 
AttCo (p<.02) than non-users in the control group. There were no significant 
differences between the users in the experimental and control groups. 
High Donors in the high personal relevance condition had a 
significantly higher Attrib (p<.01) and BdCh (p<.04) than the control group. 
There were no significant differences between the low Donors in the 
experimental and control groups. 
Summary of Main Effects Compared to Control Group 
These hypotheses examined the main effects of the independent factors 
within the experimental group with the control group. Results from the 
Dunnett tests indicate that there were no significant differences. However, 
when the blocking factors were introduced, some differences were uncovered. 
Table 4.16 presents a summary of the hypothesis tests. The blocking effect of 
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TABLE 4.15. Contrast of High Personal Relevance 
Advertisement to Control Group (AttBu, BdUse and Donor Blocks) 
HIGH AttBu 
Attrib Score 
2.99 2.72 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.01) 
NON-USERS 
AttCo Score 
3.43 3.04 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.02) 
HIGH DONOR 
Attrib Score 
2.99 2.72 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.01) 
HIGH DONOR 
BdCh Score 
8.52 7.53 
Experimental Group Control Group 
(p<.01) 
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BdUse appears to have uncovered the most interesting effects. It appears that 
the manipulations may have had more of an effect on non-users than other 
any subgroup. 
Hypothesis 3: Two-Way Interactions among Experimental Factors 
Hypothesis 3 examined the two-way interaction between the type of 
philanthropic promotion and the level of personal relevance. Again, a 
multi-step procedure was used to test the hypothesis. An ANCOVA, which 
included the independent factors and the covariates, was analyzed first. This 
was followed by an individual ANOVA with the independent factors and 
each of the blocking factors. Due to a lack of evidence for the labeling 
manipulation, H3b (personal relevance by labeling) and H3c (type of 
philanthropic promotion by labeling) were not analyzed. 
Philanthropic Promotion by Personal Relevance Interaction (H3a) 
This hypothesis examined the effects of personal relevance on the 
evaluation of each type of philanthropic advertisement. In the case of low 
personal relevance, it was expected that the limited amount of cognitive 
elaboration would lead to little perceived differences between the two types of 
philanthropic advertisements. When the message had high personal 
relevance and more elaboration, the distinction between the two forms of 
philanthropic promotion would be noted. In this case consumers would note 
the altruism associated with the purchase-independent advertisements and 
the egoism with purchase-linked advertisements. Attributions of altruism 
were expected to lead to more favorable consumer responses. 
139 
The basic ANCOVA results illustrated no significant interaction 
between the type of philanthropic promotion and the level of personal 
relevance. However, a significant interaction emerged when the analysis was 
blocked on the Donor factor (Tables 4.17, 4.18 and 4.19). Low Donors in the 
low personal relevance condition had a significantly higher AttBd (p<.01), 
BdCh (p<.01) and marginally higher PdCh (p<.06) for the purchase-linked 
philanthropic advertisement than the purchase-independent advertisement. 
The reverse was true for those who received the high personal relevance 
message, i.e., purchase-independent advertisement had a marginally higher 
AttBd (p<.l), and BdCh (p<.l) and significantly higher PdCh (p<.02) than the 
purchase-linked advertisement. 
High Donors who received the low personal relevance message had a 
marginally higher AttBd (p<.07) for the purchase-independent philanthropic 
advertisement than the purchase-linked advertisement. Conversely, this 
group had a significantly higher BdCh (p<.01) for the purchase-independent 
message as opposed to the purchased-linked message. High Donors in the 
high relevance condition perceived no difference between the two types of 
philanthropic advertisements. 
Hypothesis 4: Covariate Effects 
This section examines the effects of the antecedent factors. This 
analysis was conducted from two different perspectives. First, the initial 
ANCOVA results were examined to determine the significance and direction 
of the beta value for each covariate. Second, a one-way ANOVA was run to 
compare each covariate category with its corresponding category in the 
control group. A priori contrasts were used to examine the differences 
140 
TABLE 4.17. Two-Way Interaction: Philanthropic Promotion 
by Personal Relevance (AttBd Blocked on Donor) 
LOW DONOR 
AttBd Score 
Purchase- 
Indepjendent 
3.18 3.71 
Purchase- 
Linked 
4.01 3.20 
Low Personal Relevance High Personal Relevance 
PL>PI; p<.01 PI>PL; p<.l 
HIGH DONOR 
AttBd Score 
Purchase- 
Independent 
3.98 4.10 
Purchase- 
Linked 
3.55 3.90 
Low Personal Relevance High Personal Relevance 
PI>PL; p<.08 ns 
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TABLE 4.18. Two-Way Interaction: Philanthropic Promotion 
by Personal Relevance (BdCh Blocked on Donor) 
LOW DONOR 
BdCh Score 
Purchase- 
Independent 
6.30 7.78 
Purchase- 
Linked 
8.33 6.45 
Low Personal Relevance High Personal Relevance 
PL>PI; p<.01 PI>PL; p<.l 
HIGH DONOR 
BdCh Score 
Purchase- 
Independent 
8.12 8.42 
Purchase- 
Linked 
6.86 8.62 
Low Personal Relevance High Personal Relevance 
PI>PL; p<.01 ns 
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TABLE 4.19. Two-Way Interaction: Philanthropic Promotion 
by Personal Relevance (PdCh Blocked on Donor) 
LOW DONOR 
PdCh Score 
Purchase- 
Independent 
3.09 4.39 
F^urchase- 
Linked 
4.48 2.50 
Low Personal Relevance High Personal Relevance 
PL>P1; p<.06 P1>PL; p<.02 
HIGH DONOR 
PdCh Score 
Purchase- 
Independent 
4.24 4.38 
Purchase- 
Linked 
3.59 4.15 
Low Personal Relevance High Personal RelevaiKe 
ns ns 
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between blocking categories. H4a hypothesized that the subject's attitude 
toward business would have a positive relationship with their perceptions of 
the experimental stimuli, that is, the more favorable one's attitude toward 
business, the more favorable their response to the philanthropic message. 
H4b examined the influence of the respondent's characteristics on their 
evaluation of the philanthropic advertisement. Subjects who tended to be 
altruistic themselves were expected to have a more favorable evaluation of 
the firm's philanthropy than those who tended to be less altruistic. 
Additionally, the subject's reported helping behavior and the amount of 
money they contributed to charity was expected to lead to a more favorable 
evaluation. These hypotheses contend that when individuals are exposed to 
a philanthropic advertisement, they will engage in biased processing. When 
biased processing is used, evaluation of the firm's behavior will be altered to 
meet the receiver's personal knowledge schema (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). 
Table 4.20 presents a summary of the test results for each covariate 
factor used in the study. The AttBu factor had a significant and positive 
relationship with the Attrib (p<.01) AttAd (p<.05), AttCo (p<.01) and BdCh 
(p<.05). The amount of money donated to charity had a significant negative 
relationship with AttAd (p<.04). Help had a significant negative relationship 
with Attrib (p<.03). 
Table 4.21 summarizes the results of the contrasts between the blocking 
factors and their corresponding levels in the control group. Experimental 
subjects with a high AttBu had a significantly higher Attrib (p<.01) than those 
with a high AttBu in the control group. Non-users in the control group had a 
higher AttCo (p<.01) and BdCh (p<.02) than non-users in the control group. 
Users in the control group had a significantly higher Attrib (p<.01), AttBd 
(p<.03) and BdCh (p<.05) than users in the control group. High Donors in the 
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experimental group had a significantly higher Attrib (p<.04) and AttAd 
(p<.05) than the high Donors in the control group. 
Individual Differences Among Respondents 
The final analysis of the study examined any variations that may have 
been due to the subject's individual differences. To allow for a 
straightforward analysis, the levels of each personal factor were collapsed into 
dichotomous categories. Simple t-tests were used to determine if the 
observed differences between the groups were significant. 
Table 4.22 presents a summary of the results examining the differences 
among the respondents. Females had a significantly higher BdCh (p<.05) 
than males. Those who were married had a significantly higher Donor score 
than those who were unmarried. Respondents with children had a higher 
Attrib (p<.02), AttAd (p<.05), AttCo (p<.01). Donor (p<.01) and Help (p<.02) 
than those with no children. Younger respondents had a higher Attrib 
(p<.02) and AttCo (p<.03) than the older respondents. Not surprisingly, those 
with a higher income had a significantly higher Donor and Help score than 
those with a low income. Part-time students had a significantly higher AttBd 
(p<.01), AttCo (p<.03) and BdCh (p<.01) than full-time students. Finally, 
those who were employed full-time had a significantly higher AttBd (p<.01), 
AttCo (p<.02) and BdCh (p<.01) than those who were employed part-time. 
The Attribution Process 
Earlier in this paper, it was suggested that consumers use the 
attribution process when evaluating philanthropic promotions. The basic 
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attribution model Figure 4.1) suggested that consumers form attributions in 
order to understand the firm's philanthropy. These attributions were 
expected to influence consumer attitudes toward the advertisement, the 
sponsoring company and the brand advertised in the message. Consequently, 
these attitudes were expected to impact the consumer's chances of buying the 
advertised brand. The model recognized that consumers enter into this 
process with preconceived notions, or feelings, toward the company, the 
brand and business in general. This research held the brand and company 
constant throughout the experiment and treated the respondent's feelings 
toward business (AttBu) as a covariate. 
The model also included a number of other antecedents that were 
expected to influence the receiver's evaluation of the philanthropic message. 
These factors included the consumer's feelings toward the charity being 
supported, the size of the donation and the media format used to carry the 
message. These factors were held constant for this study. Additionally, 
certain respondent characteristics and behavior were expected to have an 
effect on the evaluation of the philanthropic advertising message. These 
included their own sense of altruism, their giving and helping behavior and 
their mood. This study treated the respondent's altruism, giving and helping 
behavior as covariates. The mood factor was expected to have a random effect 
with no overall influence on the results. 
This section explores the level association between each element in the 
model. The model suggests that there are three distinct levels in the process. 
Level 1 represents antecedent conditions and the effects that these factors 
have on the attributions formed. Level 2 illustrates the processing mode and 
the attributions formed as a result of exposure to the advertising stimuli. 
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Finally, level three depicts the effects of the formed attributions on consumer 
attitudes and purchase intentions. 
Correlation analysis was used to investigate the relationships at each 
level. This analysis was done from two viewpoints. First, the overall 
correlations were examined. This analysis included all who participated in 
the study. Next, the correlations were examined within the context of each of 
the manipulated experimental factors. Since there was some question 
whether the labeling manipulation worked, only the type of philanthropic 
promotion and level of personal relevance were used for this portion of the 
analysis. 
Level 1: Antecedent Relationship to Attributions 
It was hypothesized that the antecedent factors included in this study 
would have a positive relationship with the attributions formed by 
thesubjects. The hypothesis tests, conducted earlier, indicate that this may 
only be partially true. Only the attitude toward business (AttBu) and the 
amount of money contributed to charity (Donor) antecedents had a significant 
relationship. These were the only two factors analyzed in this portion of the 
study. 
Impact of Attitude Toward Business (AttBu) on Attributions 
The overall correlation analysis and the earlier hypothesis tests 
indicated that the AttBu factor did have a positive relationship with the 
attributions formed (Figure 4.2). The more positive one felt toward business, 
the more favorable the explanation of the firm’s behavior. This appears to 
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hold true for all of the manipulated levels. However, there does seem to be a 
slightly stronger relationship for the high involvement group. When 
motivated to process the philanthropic information, consumers will also 
spend some effort on relating their evaluation to their overall feelings toward 
business. This may have led to more consistency betw^een attitude toward 
business and attributions. 
Impact of Money Contributed (Donor) on Attributions 
Overall the relationship between the Donor antecedent and the 
attributions formed were not statistically significant (Figure 4.2). However, 
when the analysis focused on the particular levels, some interesting 
relationships emerged. Both the low relevance and the purchase- 
independent group had a negative relationship to the Attrib measure, that is, 
in these conditions high Donor subjects formed egoistic attributions. This is 
counter to expectations and may indicate that subjects are responding 
negatively to a charity that is not of their concern (low involvement). 
Additionally, those who were active contributors may have found the type of 
support offered by the purchase-indep)endent advertisement as insufficient, 
given their own charitable giving. Interestingly, there was a positive 
relationship between the Donor factor and the Attrib measure for those who 
exposed to the high relevance message. It may be that the prospect of 
supporting a cause that personally affects the receiver will overcome any 
negative attributions. 
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Level 2: Relationship Between Attributions and Attitudes 
The model contends that favorable attitudes follow favorable 
attributions. This relationship held for the overall sample as well as for the 
various subgroups (Figure 4.3). 
Relationship of Attributions to Attitude Toward the Advertisement (AttAd) 
There was a strong relationship between the Attrib and AttAd 
elements. This supports the contention that one's feelings toward the 
philanthropic advertisement are dependent on the perceived motivations of 
the sponsoring company. Thus, the more the consumers perceived the firm 
as altruistic, the more favorable their attitude toward the advertisement. 
Relationship of Attributions to Attitude Toward the Brand (AttBd) 
The relationship between the Attrib and AttBd measures was weak. 
This was true for the overall analysis as well as for each of the experimental 
levels. It appears that the attributions formed to explain the firm's behavior 
are not transferred to their feelings toward the brand. This may not be 
surprising since the attributions formed are aimed at the firm's behavior and 
may not necessarily be associated to the brand. 
Relationship of Attributions to Attitude Toward the Company (AttCo) 
A strong relationship between the Attrib and AttCo measures was 
found. This was consistent for the overall analysis as well as for each of 
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manipulated conditions. It appears that the perceived motivations attributed 
to the firm's philanthropy had an influence on an individual’s feelings 
toward the company. 
Level 3: Relationships of Attributions and Attitudes to Purchase Likelihood 
Level 3 of the model (Figure 4.4 and 4.5) predicted a positive 
relationship between attributions and attitudes with purchase likelihood 
measures. Purchase likelihood was measured from two perspectives. The 
first measured the chance that subjects would choose this brand when 
making a choice within the product-type (BdCh). The second measured the 
probability that this product/brand would be chosen from the general product 
category (PdCh). Again, the relationships between these measures were 
examined by use of correlation analysis. 
Relationship of Attributions to Brand and Product Choice 
The relationship between the attributions formed and brand choice was 
moderate. This was true for the overall analysis as well as the experimental 
conditions. 
On the surface, the relationship between attributions and product 
choice was not statistically significant. The overall correlation between 
attributions and product choice was only .07. However, this relationship was 
statistically significant for the low relevance and purchase-independent 
conditions. 
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Relationship of Attitude Toward the Advertisement to Brand and Product 
Choice 
At best, the positive relationship between AttAd and BdCh was 
moderate. This was consistent for the overall analysis as well as for each 
experimental condition. Thus, one's feelings results toward the 
advertisement has some influence on brand choice. However, the 
relationship between AttAd and PdCh was weak. In fact, the correlation for 
the high relevance and purchase-linked groups was insignificant. This 
indicates that product decisions are being made on factors other than the 
attitude toward the advertisement. 
Relationship of Attitude Toward the Brand to Brand and Product Choice 
Not surprisingly, the correlation between the attitude toward the brand 
and the two choice likelihoods was relatively strong. This relationship had 
the strongest association among the attitudes included in this study. This was 
consistent for the overall analysis as well as for all of the sub-level analyses. 
Thus, a consumer's brand and product selections appear to be based strongly 
on their feelings toward that brand. 
Relationship of Attitude Toward the Company to Brand and Product Choice 
There is a moderate correlation between the attitude toward the 
company with brand and product purchase likelihood. These results were 
similar to the results obtained for the AttAd measures. Again, the association 
was consistent in the overall analysis as well as the sub-level analyses. This 
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seems to indicate that feelings toward the company may play only a minor 
role in brand and product choice. 
Summary of Results 
This chapter presented the results of the analyses conducted for this 
study. The general results include the pretest information, the sample 
composite, the reliability tests and the manipulation checks. Tests indicated 
that the scales used in the study were reliable. Unfortunately, results from 
the manipulation checks are not as favorable. One of the manipulations did 
not work and another had marginal results. 
The chapter then presented the results of the hypothesis tests. Support 
for the experimental hypotheses were found only when the blocking factors 
were introduced. It appears that the type of philanthropic advertisement and 
personal relevance affects only certain subgroups. The non-user group was 
the one that was most influenced by the experimental factors. 
Finally, some evidence was found to suggest that consumers may use 
the attributions process when evaluating philanthropic advertisements. 
However, the weakest relationships in the model was the Attrib and AttBd 
connection. Unfortunately, it appears that it is the AttBd factor that has the 
most influence on purchase intentions. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
The main objective of this study was to determine the differential 
impact of various types of philanthropic messages included in product 
advertisements. The study hypothesized that consumers would evaluate, 
and form different perceptions toward the two basic types of corporate 
philanthropic messages (purchase-independent and purchase-linked). 
Consumers were expected to evaluate the firm's philanthropy in a dimension 
of altruism. When the firm was perceived as having the opportunity of 
potential direct gain (i.e., a sale through purchase-linked advertisements), 
consumers would form more egoistic attributions. Conversely, when there 
was a perception of no immediate gain (i.e., no direct sale with purchase- 
independent advertisements), more altruistic attributions would result. 
These perceptions influence subsequent consumer attitudes and purchase 
intentions. 
Two additional message factors that were expected to influence 
consumer evaluations of the philanthropic message were included in this 
study. These factors were the personal relevance of the supported charity 
(high/low) and the application of a consumer label (applied/not applied). 
These factors were expected to influence the amount and direction of the 
cognitive effort devoted to message content. Messages of high personal 
relevance should lead to more extensive message elaboration while the 
application of a label leads to an increased amount of consumer self- 
referencing. 
This chapter begins with a discussion of the results obtained from the 
hypothesis tests and additional analysis presented in Chapter 4. Next, the 
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results are discussed within the context of the overall attribution process 
presented in Chapter 2. The chapter continues with a discussion of the 
limitations and weaknesses of the study. Finally, the chapter ends with a 
presentation of the conclusions and implications that may be drawn from the 
results, with suggested directions for future research. 
Discussion of Results 
This section discusses the results of the hypotheses tested and the 
additional analysis conducted in Chapter 4. These analyses examined the 
main and interactive effects of the independent factors and the influence of 
the covariates. Hypothesis 1 examined the main effects of the independent 
factors within the experimental group. Hypothesis 2 compared the main 
effects of the experimental factors to a control group. Hypothesis 3 tested the 
interactions between the independent factors within the experimental group. 
Finally, Hypothesis 4 tested the effects of the covariate factors identified in 
this study. 
To reduce noise and gain additional insight into the effects of the 
independent elements, a number of blocking factors were used to analyze 
Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3. These factors included the respondents’ general 
feelings toward business (AttBu), the amount of money they donated to 
charity (Donor), whether they used the advertised brand (BdUse) and the 
respondent's reported helping behavior (Help). Additional analyses focused 
on the attribution process used when evaluating corporate philanthropic 
messages and any individual differences among the respondents. 
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Analysis of Main Effects 
Hypothesis 1 examined the main effects for each independent factor 
within the experimental group. HI a stated that those subjects who were 
exposed to the purchase-independent philanthropic stimulus would have 
more favorable responses than those who received the purchase-linked 
advertisement. Subjects who saw the purchase-independent message would 
use more altruistic attributions to explain the firm's philanthropy. 
Conversely, subjects who received the purchase-linked advertisement would 
discount any attributions of altruism in favor of egoistic attributions. 
Altruistic attributions will lead to more favorable attitudes and higher 
purchase likelihood. 
Hlb examined the impact of personal relevance on message 
evaluation. In this experiment personal relevance was manipulated by the 
relevance of the particular charity that was supported in the advertisement. 
When the message was perceived as being personally relevant, respondents 
would devote more cognitive effort to message content. A high relevance 
charity was expected to lead to a more favorable response than a low 
relevance charity. 
Hlc stated that the self-referencing efforts, stimulated by a label 
application, would lead to more favorable responses than when no label was 
applied. However, the manipulation check for this factor failed to provide 
evidence that the manipulation performed as expected. This factor was not 
included in the analyses. 
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Method of Analysis for Hypothesis 1 
A two-stage procedure was used to examine Hypothesis 1. First, an 
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) examined the effects of each independent 
factor and the relevant covariates. Next, to reduce noise, the main effects 
were re-examined within the confines of a number of blocking factors. 
Comparison to Control Group 
The analyses for the main effects continued by comparing each of the 
independent factors to a control group (Hypothesis 2). These hypotheses 
suggested that effects in the experiment would be different, and at times 
higher, than the responses given by a control group. The control group saw a 
"neutral" advertisement with no reference to any of the independent factors. 
H2a and H2b contrasted the impact of purchase-independent and purchase- 
linked messages, respectively, to the control group. H2c and H2d examined 
the differences between the control group and each of the personal relevance 
levels. 
Method of Analysis for Hypothesis 2 
Dunnett tests were used to examine the differences between the 
experiment and control groups. When these tests failed to show any 
significant differences, individual ANOVAs were conducted for each blocking 
factor. A priori contrasts were used to examine the differences between each 
subgroup created by the blocking effect. 
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Experimental Effects of Type of Philanthropic Promotion (HI a) 
The initial analysis obtained from the ANCOVAs failed to show any 
differences between the two types of philanthropic messages. This lack of 
difference may indicate that individuals do not make a clear distinction 
between the two forms of philanthropic advertising. An analysis of the 
verbal responses lends some support to this idea. While the purchase-linked 
message did evoke more total verbal attributions than the purchase- 
independent message, the ratio of positive to negative attribution appears to 
be the same for both tactics. Sixty-two percent of the subjects who received 
the purchase-linked stimulus made some type of verbal attribution relative to 
the firm's behavior. Conversely, only 39% of those in the purchase- 
independent condition made a verbal attribution. However, the ratio of 
positive to negative attributions was the same (1.25:1) for both types of 
messages. Thus, while it appears that purchase-linked messages may 
stimulate more attributions, the types of attributions formed for each tactic 
were basically the same. 
Each type of philanthropy also generated similar responses of 
skepticism. Overall, 20% of the respondents voiced some verbal skepticism 
concerning the firm's philanthropy. This did not vary for the type of 
philanthropic message. These responses may have been made by those who 
tend to have a less favorable attitude toward business. Thus, they may view 
all types of corporate philanthropy with some skepticism. 
There is some evidence that the purchase-independent message 
outperformed the purchase-linked message in a particular subgroup. Those 
who were classified as high Donors had a more favorable attitude toward the 
brand (AttBd) for the purchase-independent message than the purchase- 
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linked message. It is possible that these individuals used biased processing 
when evaluating the brand. They may have related the philanthropy in the 
message to their own donating behavior. Thus, the perceptions formed may 
have been done so as to maintain consistency with their personal schema of 
giving. They may have found that the purchase-independent advertisement 
was more in line with their definition of the "true spirit of giving." 
However, any positive feelings stimulated within this group did not appear 
to be transferred to the other dependent variables, such as purchase 
likelihood. Interestingly, the low Donor group did not perceive any 
differences between the two types of philanthropy. It may be that their low 
level of contributing does not allow them to have a well defined schema for 
giving and they view all types of philanthropy as being similar. Those in the 
low Donor group may also find little relevance to gift giving in general and 
therefore use the firm's behavioral as a peripheral cue. 
Philanthropic Promotion Contrast to Control Group (H2a and H2b) 
The Dunnett tests found no significant differences between the 
experimental group and the neutral control group. Initially, this would 
appear to indicate that philanthropic messages were perceived no differently 
than non-philanthropic advertisements. However, some differences 
emerged when the contrasts were blocked on the respondent's attitude 
toward business (AttBu) and the amount of money they contributed to charity 
(Donor). 
Blocking on Attitude Toward Business. Low AttBu subjects, in the 
purchase-independent condition, had a less favorable attitude toward the 
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advertisement (AttAd) than the control group. This may be a case where the 
subject's predisposition toward business led to biased processing and 
influenced his evaluation of the advertisement. Unfavorable feelings toward 
business may have led to an unfavorable evaluation of the philanthropic 
advertisement. 
Those with a more favorable attitude toward business (AttBu) had a 
more favorable response. This group formed more favorable attributions 
(Attrib) for both the purchase-independent and the purchase-linked messages 
than the control group. It may be that, in this case, those with a more 
favorable AttBu evaluate all business activities more favorably and with less 
skepticism. It may be that because of their favorable perceptions toward 
business, these individuals are less likely to discount altruistic attributions. 
Even though this group formed more favorable attributions, it did not appear 
to influence their attitudes and purchase intentions. This seems to indicate 
that a large part of the evaluation of corporate philanthropy may be driven by 
one's attitude toward business rather than the particular philanthropic 
method used. 
Blocking on Brand Use. Some interesting effects emerged when the 
type of philanthropic message was blocked on BdUse. Non-users who saw 
the purchase-independent message had a more favorable attitude toward the 
company (AttCo) and higher brand choice (BdCh) than non-users in the 
control group. Previously non-users may have had little reason to consider 
the brand as an option. However, when presented with the firm's 
philanthropy, they now had a reason to weigh the brand as an alternative. 
Thus, the firm's philanthropy may have acted as an additional incentive, 
making the brand a viable alternative. 
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Interestingly, there was no difference, for the purchase-linked message, 
between the non-users in the experimental and the control groups. It may be 
that the gains associated with purchase-linked advertising led it to be 
perceived as being similar to "regular” advertising. 
These results seem to suggest that non-users perceive and evaluate the 
philanthropy associated with the purchase-independent messages differently 
and more favorably than non-philanthropic messages. It also suggests that 
non-users may evaluate purchase-linked messages no differently than non- 
philanthropic messages. 
Current users in the experimental group had more favorable 
attributions (Attrib) for the purchase-independent message than the control 
group. However, these favorable perceptions did not appear to influence the 
subject's attitudes or purchase intentions. This would suggest that while the 
purchase-independent philanthropic tactic may be perceived as more 
altruistic, it does not necessarily lead to increased purchase behavior. 
Members of the user group who saw the purchase-linked message, had 
a less favorable attitude toward the brand (AttBd) than the brand users in the 
control group. It may be that this was caused by the perceived profit motives 
of the firm. Altruistic attributions may be discounted in favor of a more 
"reasonable" egoistic explanation. However, these negative feelings do not 
appear to have influenced the subject's purchase intentions. It may be that, 
while the subject did not appreciate the perceived profit motives of the firm, 
it was not enough to alter their behavior. 
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Experimental Effects of Personal Relevance (Hlb) 
The initial ANCOVA analysis indicates that personal relevance may 
not be an issue when evaluating philanthropic messages. There may be a 
number of reasons for this finding. First, the results of the manipulation 
check were marginal. The relevance manipulations for charity do not appear 
to have been very distinctive. It may be that subjects only noted that a library 
was being supported and used a similar categorization strategy for each 
condition. This may have been due to the relatively neutral impact of the 
charity. Subjects may have felt that this particular type of charity was not as 
needy or worthy as other charities and, therefore, did not deserve much 
cognitive effort. 
Blocking on Brand Use. Non-users in the high relevance condition 
were more likely to choose the advertised brand (BdCh) than non-users in the 
low relevance condition. It may be that previously non-users have had little 
motivation to consider the brand as a purchase option. Therefore, when they 
were motivated to elaborate on message content, they accepted the argument 
of supporting a "worthy" charity. Another explanation may be that non-users 
saw the high relevance condition as an incentive to purchase the brand, 
much like a cents-off coupon. This explanation may also explain the lack of 
differences in the user group. Current users are already buying the brand and 
may not need additional incentives. 
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PersanzI Relevance Compared to Control Group (H2c and H2d) 
The initial Ehinnett tests, excunining the effects of personal relevance, 
failed to show any significant differences between the experimental and 
control groups. Again, the lack of effects may have been due to the marginal 
impact of the manipulation of p>ersonal relevance. However, there were 
some differences when the analysis was blocked on the AttBu, BdUse and 
Donor factors. 
Blocking on Attitude Toward Business. Experimental subjects in the 
high r^evance condition, who had a high attitude toward business (AttBu), 
formed more favorable attributions (Attrib) than the control group. The 
enhanced elaboration, caused by the high relevance of the message, may 
explain this effect. When motivated to process message content, subjects may 
have discovered the charitable merits of the advertisement and attributed the 
firm’s actions to some sense of altruism. 
It is also p)ossible that the driving factor underlying the explanation of 
the firm’s behavior was due to the subject's favorable feelings toward 
business. However, the lack of any differences in the low AttBu group 
tempers this conclusion. One would expect the low AttBu group to make less 
favorable attributions. It is possible that the high relevance of the charity has 
a ’’neutralizing" effect on those with a low attitude toward business. 
Blocking on Brand Use. Some interesting findings occurred when the 
BdUse block was introduced. Non-users in the low personal relevance 
condition had a higher bramd choice (BdCh) than non-users in the control 
group. This may be a case where message information was peripherally 
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processed and the basic tenet of charitable supp)ort led to a favorable 
perception. Again, this may influence only those who have not previously 
considered purchasing the brand. 
Non-users in the high relevance condition had a higher attitude 
toward the company (AttCo) than the control group. This may also be a case 
where the amount of message elaboration influenced the perceptions formed. 
When motivated to process message content, respondents may realize the 
benefits to them and be more likely to view the firm’s behavior favorably. 
The low personal relevance message appears to have had a negative 
impact on those who are currently using the brand. This group formed more 
favorable attributions than the control group, but they had a lower attitude 
toward the brand (AttBd) and brand choice (BdCh). Since this effect appears 
only in the low relevance condition, it may that the negative responses were 
caused by an unfavorable evaluation of the charity coupled with perceptions 
of egoism. 
Blocking on Donor. Significant differences between the experimental 
and the control group occurred when the analyses of personal relevance were 
blocked on the Donor factor. High Donors in the high relevance condition 
made more favorable attributions (Attrib) and had a higher brand choice 
(BdCh) than high Donors in the control group. In this case subjects may have 
formed a favorable perception toward the firm's philanthropy because it 
matched their own giving behavior. Thus, it appears that the high Donor 
group may be particularly responsive to high relevance messages and an 
important target to consider when using philanthropic advertising.. 
Interestingly, in the low relevance condition, high Donors had a less 
favorable attitude toward the advertisement (AttAd) than the control group. 
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This effect may have been caused by the low relevance of the charity rather 
than any feelings toward the firm or brand. 
It appears that the evaluation of the personal relevance factor is 
influenced by whether the message receiver uses the product and how much 
they give to charity. Exposure to the stimulus advertisement may have led to 
their first serious consideration of the brand as an alternative. It may also be 
that high Donors, who are active gift givers, responded negatively when they 
compared the charity in the advertisement with the causes they support. 
They may have found the stimulus charity to be unworthy or less important 
than their personal causes. 
Interactions Between Independent Factors 
Hypothesis H3a examined the interaction between the type of 
philanthropic promotion and the level of personal relevance. In the low 
relevance condition, individuals would have little motivation to elaborate 
on message arguments. Therefore, they would spend little time and effort in 
distinguishing between the two forms of philanthropy. With increased 
message elaboration caused by the high relevance condition, subjects would 
be able to distinguish between the two types of philanthropic messages. 
Thus, with more elaboration, attributions of altruism would be discounted 
for the purchase-linked messages. Conversely, enhanced message elaboration 
would lead to a discounting of egoistic attributions for purchase-independent 
messages. The lack of evidence supporting the labeling manipulation made it 
impossible to examine the interaction between labeling and the level of 
personal relevance (H3b). It was also not possible to examine the interaction 
between labeling and the type of philanthropic promotion (H3c). 
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Method of Analysis 
Results obtained form the ANCOVA analyses were used to inspect this 
interaction. Following this analysis, an ANOVA was conducted using each 
blocking factor. A priori contrasts were used to compare differences between 
the appropriate experimental cells. 
Type of Philanthropic Promotion by Personal Relevance Interaction (H3a) 
The initial ANCOVA analyses failed to uncover a philanthropic 
message by personal relevance interaction. This lack of a finding may have 
been due to the failure to provide a strong manipulation for the personal 
relevance factor. It may also be that the personal relevance issue affects only 
some groups. A significant interaction was found when the Donor block was 
introduced into the analysis. 
Low Donors in the low involvement condition had a more favorable 
AttBd and a higher BdCh for the purchase-linked message than the purchase- 
independent message. This is somewhat opposed to the stated hypothesis 
that suggested both philanthropic techniques would produce similar 
responses. This result may have been driven by low level relevance 
condition. Subjects may have only noted that the firm was supporting a 
charity and used the peripheral route when processing this information. In 
essence, there may have been little motivation to process information 
pertaining to the firm's philanthropy. Another explanation may be that low 
Donors referred to their own giving behavior when evaluating the message. 
They may have perceived the purchase-linked approach as an opportunity to 
give to charity. 
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Interestingly, a reverse effect was found for the product choice (PdCh) 
dependent variable. Low Donors in the high personal relevance condition 
were more likely to buy the product when exposed to the purchase- 
independent message than the purchase-linked message. In this case the 
enhanced elaboration caused by the high relevance condition and the 
recognition that the charity had a personal impact to them may have led to 
favorable responses. 
Antecedent Effects 
This study included four antecedent factors that may influence the 
evaluation of the message. Hypothesis 4 examined the impact of these 
factors. H4a suggested that the respondent's predisposition toward business 
(AttBu) would have a positive influence on the evaluation of the 
experimental stimuli, that is, the more favorable one's feelings were toward 
business, the more favorable their evaluation of the firm's philanthropy. 
H4b examined how the evaluation of the message may be influenced by the 
respondent's personal characteristics. These factors included the respondent's 
altruism, their charitable contributions, and their own helping behavior. 
Respondents who were altruistic were expected to develop a more favorable 
evaluation and perception toward the sponsoring company. 
Method of Analysis 
The results obtained from the earlier ANCOVAs were used to examine 
the antecedent factors. They were included in the ANOVA model as 
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covariates. The significance levels and direction of influence were used to 
determine their impact on the dependent variables. 
Attitude Toward Business (H4a) 
Hypothesis H4a received strong support on all dependent variables. 
On most dependent measures, subjects with a high AttBu had more favorable 
responses than those with a low AttBu. It appears that one's feelings toward 
business may be a driving force when evaluating the merits of the 
philanthropic message. This may be explained by the concept of biased 
processing. Biased processing suggests that individuals interpret other 
people's behavior in a manner that is uniform to their own schema. When 
exposed to a philanthropic advertisement, message content will be processed 
in a manner that preserves the current belief structure of the way businesses 
behave (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). 
Respondent's Characteristics (H4b) 
This hypothesis suggested that the evaluation of the philanthropic 
advertisement would be influenced by the respondent's characteristics and 
behavior. The respondent's own altruism, contributing and helping 
behavior were included in this hypothesis. It was hypothesized that, as these 
factors increased, their evaluation of the philanthropic message would 
become more favorable. It was suggested that those who tended to be 
altruistic and were more involved with gift-giving and helping behavior, 
would appreciate and relate to the firm's philanthropy. Results indicate that 
the reverse may be true. The Altru factor did not have a significant influence. 
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However, the Donor and Help factors indicate that the more one gave to 
charity or helped others, the less favorable their evaluation of the firm's 
philanthropy. The concept of biased processing may explain this result. 
Consumers may refer to their own giving behavior when evaluating the 
firm's philanthropy. Thus, when the firm's support of a library was 
evaluated, it may have been compared to the individual's own philanthropy 
and schema for gift-giving. The charity used in the stimuli may have been 
found to be less important and a lower priority than the charities that they 
support. This may have led to an unfavorable evaluation of the firm's 
philanthropy.. 
The reverse may have be true for those who are inactive donors. Being 
inactive contributors, they could not refer to their own behavior and identify 
"more worthy" causes. Therefore, they may have appreciated any form of 
philanthropy. 
Summary of Hypothesis Tests 
Table 5.1 presents a summary of results for the hypotheses tested in this 
study. It appears that some effects can be found only when the analysis was 
broken into homogeneous blocks. In most situations, the results tend to 
support the stated hypotheses. However, as suggested earlier, the effects may 
only influence specific sub-groups. 
Additional Analysis 
In addition to the experimental hypotheses, the study also examined a 
number of other issues. The first issue examined was the influence of the 
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TABLE 5.1. Summary of Hypotheses Results 
Hypothesis Results/Dependent Variable 
Hypothesis 1; Main Effects 
HI a. Purchase-independent philanthropic 
promotions will yield more favorable Attrib, 
AttAd, AttBd, AttCo and higher purchase 
likelihood than purchase-linked philanthropic 
promotions. 
Hlb. Philanthropic promotions in which the 
charity supported has high personal relevance 
will yield more favorable Attrib, AttAd, AttBd, 
AttCo and higher purchase likelihood than 
those which support charities of low personal 
relevance. 
Hlc. Philanthropic promotions which contain 
a labeling message will yield more favorable 
Attrib, AttAd, AttBd, AttCo and higher purchase 
likelihood than message which contain no 
labeling message. 
Hypothesis 2: Main Effects Compared to Control Group 
H2a. Purchase-independent philanthropic 
promotions will yield more favorable Attrib, 
AttAd, AttBd, AttCo and higher purchase 
likelihood than a control group that is exposed 
to a non-philanthropic promotions. 
Supported for 
AttBd f 
Supported for 
AttAd c 
BdCh f 
Not Examined 
Supported for 
Attrib b d AttCo BdCh ^ 
Reverse for 
AttAd a 
a= low AttBu group, b= high AttBu group, c= non-user group, d= user group, e= low donor group, f= 
high donor group, g= low help group, h= high help group 
(continued on p)age 178) 
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TABLE 5.1. (continued) 
Hypothesis Results/Dependent Variable 
Hypothesis 2; Main Effects Compared to Control Group 
(continued) 
H2b. Purchase-linked philanthropic 
promotions will yield different Attrib, AttAd 
AttBd, AttCo and purchase likelihood than 
a control group that is exposed to a 
non-philanthropic promotion. 
H2c. Promotions that support charities 
that have low personal relevance, will have 
a different Attrib, AttAd, AttBd, AttCo and purchase 
likelihood than a control group that is exposed 
to a non-philanthropic promotion. 
H2d. Promotions that support charities 
that have high personal relevance will have 
a more favorable Attrib, AttAd, AttBd, AttCo and 
higher purchase likelihood than a control group 
that is exposed to a non-philanthropic promotion 
H2e. Philanthropic Promotions that contain 
a labeling message will yield more favorable 
Attrib, AttAd, AttBd, AttCo and higher Not Examined 
purchase likelihoods than a control group 
that receives no labeling message. 
Supported for 
Attrib ^ ^ AttCo ^ BdCh ^ 
Supported for 
Attrib ^ AttAd ^ AttBd ^ 
BdCh c d 
Supported for 
AttBd ^ 
Attrib ^ 
a= low AttBu group, b= high AttBu group, c= non-user group, d= user group, e= low donor group, f= 
high donor group, g= low help group, h= high help group 
(continued on page 179) 
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TABLE 5.1. (continued) 
Hypothesis Results/Dependent Variable 
Hypothesis 3: Interactions 
H3a. In the low personal relevance condition, 
will be no difference betw'een purchase-independent 
philanthropic promotions and purchase- 
linked philanthropic promotions. 
In the high personal relevance condition, 
purchase-independent philanthropic promotions 
will have more favorable Attrib, AttAd, AttBd, 
AttCo and higher purchase likelihoods than 
purchase-linked philanthropic promotions. 
H3b. In the low personal relevemce condition, 
labeled messages will have more favorable 
Attrib, AttAd, AttBd, AttCo and higher purchase 
likelihoods than the no-label message. 
Not Examined 
In the high personal relevance condition, 
there will be no difference between the labeled 
and no labeled messages. 
Supported for 
PdCh e 
Partial Support 
for Bd Ch^ 
Reverse for 
AttBd e BdCh ^ 
a= low AttBu group, b= high AttBu group, c= non-user group, d= user group, e= low donor group, f= 
high donor group, g= low help group, h= high help group 
(continued on page 180) 
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TABLE 5.1. (continued) 
Hypothesis Results/Dependent Variable 
Hypothesis 3: Interactions (continued) 
H3c. In the no label condition, purchase- 
independent philanthropic promotions 
will have more favorable Attrib, AttAd, AttBd, 
AttCo and higher purchase likelihoods than 
purchase-linked promotions. 
Not Examined 
In the labeled condition, there will be no 
difference between the purchase-independent 
and purchase-linked messages. 
Hypothesis 4: Antecedent Effects 
H4a. The respondent’s attitude toward Supp)orted for 
business will have a positive relationship with Attrib AttAd AttCo BdCh 
Attrib, AttAd, AttBd, AttCo and purchase likelihoods. 
H4b. The respondent's altruism will have Reverse for 
a positive relationship with Attrib, AttAd, Attrib AttAd AttBd 
AttBd, AttCo and purchase likelihoods. 
a= low AttBu group, b= high AttBu group, c= non-user group, d= user group, e= low donor group, f= 
high donor group, g= low help group, h= high help group 
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indep>endent factors on the attribution process as it related to the evaluation 
of philanthropic promotions. The remaining issues investigated 
respondents' verbal responses and individual differences. 
The Attribution Process 
Earlier it was suggested that consumers may use the attribution process 
when evaluating philanthropic promotions. The results of this research 
provides some evidence supporting this concept. It appears that consumers 
do form causal attributions in an attempt to explain a firm's philanthropy. 
When asked to express their thoughts toward the philanthropic 
advertisement, 50% of the respondents made a verbal attribution. Thus, 
exposure to corporate philanthropic advertisements will prompt consumers 
to attempt to understand and explain the firm's motives. It also appears that 
these attributions may be influenced by a consumer's attitude toward business 
and their own giving behavior. 
In all of the experimental conditions, the respondent's attitude toward 
business had a positive relationship with the attributions formed. 
Conversely, the respondent's own donating behavior varied for the different 
experimental conditions. In the low involvement and purchase-independent 
conditions, the Donor factor had a negative relationship with attributions. 
Conversely, the Donor factor had a positive relationship to attributions for 
the high relevance message. Once attributions are formed, their impact on 
the remainder of the model appears to remain constant for the different 
experimental conditions. 
The attributions resulting from exposure to the stimuli appear to be 
more influential on the attitude toward the company (AttCo) and the attitude 
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toward the advertisement (AttAd) than the attitude toward the brand (AttBd). 
However, it appears that the most influential factor affecting purchase 
likelihood is the consumer's attitude toward the brand. 
Verbal Responses 
Subjects not only focused their attention toward the firm's 
philanthropy, they also commented on the charity and how the firm was 
supporting the charity. Forty-five percent of the experimental group made 
some comment about the charity and 36% of the respondents questioned the 
donation. These results indicate that consumers may spend almost as much 
cognitive effort in evaluating the charity and the amount of support as they 
do for the firm's behavior. These evaluations may have been done at the 
expense of brand and product attention. Only 9% of the sample made a 
comment toward the brand and 17% commented about the product. 
Individual Differences 
Results indicate that those who were young and with no children 
made more favorable attributions (Attrib) and developed a more favorable 
attitude toward the company (AttCo) than those who were older and had 
children. It may be that as people grow older and have children, they become 
more skeptical toward one's philanthropy. Interestingly, those who were 
employed full-time had a more favorable AttBd, AttCo and BdCh than those 
who were unemployed. It may be that those who were unemployed felt that 
the philanthropy of the firm was misplaced and that there are other more 
deserving causes. 
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Limitations of the Study 
As with most marketing research, this study has a number of 
limitations. This section presents some of the potential problems associated 
with study and discusses their impact on the results. The discussion starts 
with the potential problems associated with the sample selection process. It 
continues with a discussion of the problems associated with the experimental 
manipulations. Finally, the section concludes with a short discourse on the 
situational problems that were particular to this study. 
Sample Selection and Composition 
This study used a convenience sample that included a self-selection 
process. The experiment required students to spend extra time on campus 
that was outside of their normal routine. Perhaps altruistic persons 
volunteered to participate in the study. If this was the case, it may lead to a 
selection bias and a possible threat to external validity. The sampling frame 
used for the selection process may also lead to some bias. The study used 
students enrolled in MBA courses. Thus, this group would tend to be more 
educated than the general population. It may be that higher educated people 
give closer scrutiny to advertising messages and form different evaluations 
than a less educated population. Since this sample contained MBA students, 
the range and variance of the AttBu factor may have been limited. This could 
limit the interpretation of this factor as a more general population would 
most likely have a wider range of responses. 
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Experimental Procedures 
The experimental procedures used in this study may have influenced 
the evaluation of the experimental stimuli. This experiment was conducted 
in a conference room with eight to ten students participating in each session. 
This type of environment may have led to more scrutiny and cognitive 
attention than a more relaxed "normal" setting. The experimental subjects 
did seem to approach their response tasks with some degree of intensity. One 
experimenter observed that the subjects were approaching the experiment "as 
if they were taking an exam." This could have led to some very different 
results when compared to what may happen in "normal" surroundings. 
Another issue that deserves discussion is the basic process of asking 
attributions questions. The attribution measure used for this study forced 
subjects to make attributions relative to the firm's motives. Evidence was 
presented earlier that individuals will form causal attributions when exposed 
to advertising stimuli. However, the act of participating in a study and being 
"forced" to evaluate the firm may have led to different set of attributions than 
would have been formed in different circumstances. 
Manipulations 
Some problems appeared to have occurred with two of the 
experimental manipulations. There is no evidence indicating that the 
labeling manipulation functioned as expected. There are a number reasons 
that may explain why this manipulation did not work. First, five-point scales 
were used to measure the before and after Altru scores. It is possible that the 
restrictive limits of this scale led to a ceiling effect. The upper end of the scale 
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did not allow for a variety of responses above the maximum level. There is 
some evidence that this may have been the case. The distribution of 
responses indicates that between 60% and 90% of the subjects answered at 
levels 4 and 5 for all of the items on the scale. This would lead little room to 
distinguish any differences between the respondents. 
The lack of finding a manipulation effect for labeling may also have 
been due to the subject matter of the scale. The items on the scale represented 
a personal characteristic of the respondent. Subjects may have felt that 
responses to these questions were a reflection their of personal character. 
This may have led them to provide "politically correct" responses. 
Finally, the make-up of the sample may have left little or no room for 
the manipulation to work. It may be that only those who were altruistic 
volunteered to be part of the experiment. Thus, most of the responses to the 
Altru scale would be at the maximum level. This would leave little room to 
determine whether the manipulation worked. 
The manipulation check for the personal relevance factor, although 
significant, may best be described as marginal. This may have been caused by 
the type of charity used in the stimuli. The charity selected for use was 
chosen because of its ability to evoke neutral feelings. However, this inability 
to evoke strong feelings of may have led respondents to see this cause as 
being relatively unimportant. The inability to evoke strong feelings may 
have overwhelmed the personal relevance issue. Thus, the two relevance 
conditions would be less distinctive because the charity was not distinctive. 
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Stimulus Delivery 
The experimental stimulus was presented as a printed advertisement. 
Though care had been taken to construct the stimuli to be as similar to a 
"real" advertisement as possible, it was obvious that it was not professionally 
produced. This may have led to a confounding effect where some of the 
evaluations and responses may have focused on the advertisement's style 
rather than its content. 
Conclusions and Implications 
The initial hypothesis tests failed to show any significant results. 
Overall, subjects did not perceive any difference between the two types of 
philanthropic promotions. However, some effects emerged when the 
blocking factors were introduced. These results indicate that philanthropic 
promotions may be an effective message strategy when aimed at certain 
consumer segments. This strategy may be successful in altering the opinions 
and purchase likelihood for those who do not normally use the brand. It is 
possible that a philanthropic message acts as an incentive, forcing consumers 
to consider the sponsored brand as an alternative. However, it is probable 
that non-users may respond to the message because of the charitable support 
and not because of any favorable feelings toward the brand or the company. 
Thus, it is probable that consumers revert to their previous behavior when 
the charitable incentive is removed. This implication would lead one to 
question the long-term effectiveness of this message strategy. 
There were also some interesting findings when the low Donor group 
was analyzed. It appears that those in this category were particularly receptive 
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to the philanthropic message. This may be because this group tended to be 
inactive contributors and found this to be an acceptable method of making a 
donation. This would also indicate that it is likely that consumers would 
return to their previous purchasing behavior when the charitable incentive 
was removed. Again, this leads to some doubt concerning the long-term 
effectiveness of this message strategy. 
There is also some evidence that those with a less favorable attitude 
toward business tended to respond negatively to the philanthropic 
advertisements. It is reasonable to assume that this group would respond 
unfavorably to most messages originating from big business. It may be that 
other message strategies are required to reach and influence this segment. 
Purchase-Independent versus Purchased-Linked Strategies 
Initially, no effects were found for purchase-independent and 
purchase-linked messages. However, some interesting results emerged when 
the two tactics were compared to the control group. The purchase- 
independent message had more favorable responses than the control group 
on a number of the dependent measures. This would suggest that purchase- 
independent advertisements may be more effective in stimulating consumer 
response than non-philanthropic advertisements. 
The purchase-linked message did not out-perform the non- 
philanthropic control group message. This would seem to indicate that 
consumers perceive little difference between the purchase-linked and non- 
philanthropic messages. This would lead to some doubt to the overall 
effectiveness of the purchase-linked tactic as opposed to other philanthropic 
and non-philanthropic message strategies. 
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Personal Relevance 
There is some evidence that a high personal relevance message may be 
more effective than a low personal relevance message. The high relevance 
message influenced the brand choice of the high Donor group. Interestingly, 
those who were classified in the low Donor group and were exposed to the 
low personal relevance message had more favorable perceptions toward the 
purchase-linked advertisement than the purchased-independent 
advertisement. Again, this may be due the low Donor's recent lack of 
charitable contributions. 
The results comparing personal relevance to the control group are also 
enlightening. The low relevance message was perceived less favorably than 
the non-philanthropic message in the control group. This may indicate that a 
firm could experience a boomerang effect if a low relevance charity was used 
in the philanthropic advertisement. 
Attribution Process 
One of the objectives of the study was to determine if the attribution 
process was a valid approach to understanding how consumers evaluate 
philanthropic advertisements. The results obtained from this study lend 
some support that this may be the case. It appears that consumers do make 
causal attribution when exposed to philanthropic advertisements. There is 
also some evidence that these attributions vary, given the type of 
philanthropic message. Some support was found suggesting that these 
attributions are related to consumer attitudes. 
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The attributions formed had a strong relationship with the attitude 
toward the company (AttCo) and the attitude toward the advertisement 
(AttAd). However, the connection between attributions and the attitude 
toward the brand (AttBd) was somewhat weak. This poses a dilemma when 
one considers that the strongest connection to brand (BdCh) and product 
choice (BdCh) is the attitude toward the brand (AttBd). Thus, while 
philanthropic advertisements may enhance a firm's image, it appears that 
they will have less influence on purchase behavior. This may cast further 
doubts as to the overall effectiveness of corporate philanthropy as a message 
strategy. 
Future Research 
As with most research, many questions are left unanswered and new 
ones are generated. It appears that as the popularity of this message strategy 
grows, the issues of interest in this study will become increasingly important. 
In today's economic climate, many charities are turning to big business for 
financial support. Current thought suggests that business will respond only if 
it can be shown that they will benefit from their philanthropy. The question 
remains: Under what conditions and situations will this message strategy lead 
to a competitive advantage? 
One area that deserves additional study is how the type of charity 
supported in the advertisement influences consumer response. Charities that 
stimulate feelings of sympathy or empathy may elicit more favorable 
consumer responses. It may be that feelings of sympathy are more influential 
in altering consumer attitudes and purchase intentions. 
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Another factor that deserves investigation is the dollar amount 
contributed by the firm. It may be that consumers use the size of the donation 
to evaluate the amount of altruism. However, there may be some discussion 
as to what the "size of the donation" means. Donation size may be defined as 
a raw number or some number that is relative to the size of the company. It 
may be that smaller companies, who make an equivalent dollar donation, are 
perceived to be more altruistic than larger firms. Therefore, they may be 
more influential in altering consumer attitudes than a larger company. Thus, 
they may actually get more "bang for their donation buck." 
The consumer's feelings toward the firm and the brand, at the time of 
exposure may also be investigated. The present study found one's feelings 
toward business influenced the evaluation and perception of the 
philanthropic message. This concept may also be true for feelings toward the 
brand and company. It may be that companies who have a negative image 
could actually be worse off when using this message strategy. 
There is also some evidence that gender may influence the evaluation 
of philanthropic messages. Ross, Patterson and Stutts (1992) found that 
females had a more favorable evaluation of cause-related marketing messages 
than males. This would indicate that it may be necessary to examine a gender 
effect within the proposed model evaluating philanthropic promotional 
messages. 
Finally, much more research needs to be done for the labeling concept. 
This strategy is commonly used for many personal and non-personal 
donation requests. It is also being used with some philanthropic marketing 
efforts. If labeling promotes favorable self-referencing, it may divert or 
neutralize unfavorable feelings that are directed toward the company. This 
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could prove to be a valuable message strategy for firms who tend to generate 
negative perceptions. 
Conclusion 
The results are by no means unequivocal. However, they do suggest 
that philanthropic advertising may be an effective message strategy when 
aimed at sp>ecific market segments. However, more study is required before 
more definite conclusions can be drawn. 
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APPENDIX A 
PRETEST 1 
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This survey is designed to measure the likelihood of giving to different types of charities and 
social causes. Please evaluate each charity/cause listed on the next two pages and indicate 
whether or not you would make a donation. 
Please take your time and consider each carefully. There are no right or wrong answers. 
The information obtained from this survey will be used for research purposes only! 
You will not be solicited for contributions at a late date. 
Thank you for your cooperation! 
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Assume that you have $50 to give to a charity or social cause. What are the chances 
that you would give it to these causes? 
Definitely Probably Probably Definitely 
Charitable Organization would would Unsure would NOT would NOT 
donate donate donate donate 
To help babies bom 
with cocaine addiction iiiiliiiiiiiiiiii 3 iiiiiiliiiliiiiiii 
The United Way 1 2 3 4 5 
Toauppoit 
Olympic athletes 
To help homosexuals 
with AIDS 1 2 3 4 5 
To support your 
church iiiiiiililiilii iiliillllililli 
To establish a center 
for battered women 1 2 3 4 5 
The Salvation Army iiiliiiililiiilii iiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 
To establish an adult 
drug abuse center 1 2 3 4 5 
Greenpeace ilililH 
To support planned 
parenthood 1 2 3 4 5 
To provide h>od for 
thehung;iy iiliiiliiiiliiililii 
Special Olympics 1 2 3 4 5 
To aid a college 
scholarship fund iiljliiiliillliil 3 5 
To support a peace 
protest group 1 2 3 4 5 
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Assume that you have $50 to give to a charity or social cause. What are the chances 
that you would give it to these causes? 
Charitable Organization 
Definitely 
would 
donate 
Probably 
would 
donate 
Unsure 
Probably 
would NOT 
donate 
Definitely 
would NOT 
donate 
To help thoee with heart 
disease <au8ed horn 
dgaretle sinokirig 
X 1 3 4 iiiiiiiliiiilii 
Mothers Against 
Orunk Driving 1 2 3 4 5 
To support the 
Hari-Krisima 
religioii 
2 4 s 
Shrinei's Hospital for 
Crippled Children 1 2 3 4 5 
To fi^ht water 
pcdtution 2 4 3 
To help a children's 
hospital 1 2 3 4 5 
To provide aid for 
hunicaite victims 1 2 3 4 5 
To support an art 
museum 1 2 3 4 5 
To fi^i AIDS caused 
from blood transfusions 2 3 4 5 
To prevent unwanted 
teenage pregnancies 1 2 3 4 5 
^^stabl^a 
^mpKboihopd crime 
l^^ention group 
X 2 3 4 5 
To help save forests 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX B 
PRETEST 2 AND BRAND IMPRESSIONS 
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Suppose you saw a message supporting the NATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF THE 
SALVATION ARMY. Using the scales listed below please indicate the extent to which 
this charity would: 
Not at all Extremely 
ute: iiliiiiiiiiil 2 iiiiiiiiiiiiii 4 5 6 iiiiiiiiiiiiiiili 
Be important to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Allect ntemrmy family: 11® 2 3 4 5 
Be of interest to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Be relevant to me: 2 4 5 iiiiiiiiliill: 
Make me think: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Get my attention: 2 S 4 5 « 7 
Involve me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Force me ia concentrate 2 2 4 5 4 7 
Lead me to make a 
contribution 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Suppose you saw a message supporting the BOSTON AND SUBURBAN CHAPTERS OF 
THE SPECIAL OLYMPICS. Using the scales listed below please indicate the extent to 
which this charity would: 
Not at all Extremely 
Concern m(te liilliiliil 2 2 4 5 6 7 
Be important to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Affect me or my Unruly: 2 2 4 S 6 7 
Be of interest to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Be mlevanltome: 2 3 4 
Make me think: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Get my attention: 2 2 4 2 $ 7 
Involve me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Feme me to concentrate 
Lead me to make a 
2 2 4 5 4 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 contribution 
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Suppose you saw a message supporting SCHOLARSHIPS FOR BENTLEY COLLEGE 
MBA STUDENTS. Using the scales listed below please indicate the extent that this 
cause would: 
Not at all Extremely 
Concern me: 2 a 4 5 4 7 
Be important to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Allert me army family; 2 4 s 6 7 
Be of interest to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Be nelevani to met llillllllill 2 .3. 4 5 6 7l-' 
Make me think: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Get my attentiom lllllllllll 2 3 4 $ IS' 7 
Involve me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Pome me to concentrate 2 4 5 6 7 
Lead me to make a 
contribution 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
What is your impression of the following soft drinks? (Please respond even if you have 
not tried the brand.) 
Unfavorable Favorable 
Dr* Pepper -3 4 0 I 2 
A&W Root Beer -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Very Fine Fruit Juice -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
RC Cola -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Orange Crush •2 -I 0 1 2 3 
7-UP -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
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Suppose you saw a message supporting the BOSTON AND SUBURBAN CHAPTERS 
OF THE SALVATION ARMY. Using the scales listed below please indicate the extent to 
which this charity would: 
Not at all Extremely 
Concern me: 1 2 3 4 5 $ 7 
Be important to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
AifexA me or my family: t 2 5 4 6 7 
Be of interest to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Be relevant to me: 1 Z 4 5 $ 7 
Make me think: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Get my attenlioti: 1 2 2 4 5 4 
Involve me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Force me to concentrate I 2 4 5 $ 7 
Lead me to make a 
contribution 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Suppose you saw a message supporting the NATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF THE 
SPECIAL OLYMPICS. Using the scales listed below please indicate the extent to which 
this charity would: 
Not at all Extremely 
Concern me; z \ ^ 4 7 
Be important to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Affedt me or my family: iliiliiliiiiiill 2 4 5 4 7 
Be of interest to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Be relevant to me; 2 4 5 4 7 
Make me think: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Get my attention: |||||||||||i||i|i|: 2 3 4 5 4 7 
Involve me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Force me to concentrate iiiiiiiiiiliiii:: Z 4 5 4 
Lead me to make a 
contribution 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Suppose you saw a message supporting MBA SCHOLARSHIPS FOR GRADUATE 
STUDENTS ENROLLED IN PROGRAMS in the northeast USA. Using the scales listed 
below, please indicate the extent to which this cause would: 
Not at all Extremely 
Concern 1 2 a 4 3 3 7 
Be important to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
me or my family: 1 2 3 4 5 4 7 
Be of interest to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Be relevant to me; 1 2 3 4 3 4 7 
Make me think: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Get my atfentkm: 1 2 3 4 5 4 7 
Involve me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Force me to concentrate 2 3 4 5 3 7 
Lead me to make a 
contribution 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
What is your impression of the following soft drinks? (Please respond 
not tried the brand.) 
Unfavorable 
even if you have 
Favorable 
Dr.Pepj>« *3 •2 -I Cl t 2 3 
A&W Root Beer -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Very Fine Fruit Juice -2 -1 0 2 2 3 
RC Cola -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Ora Crush -3 -2 0 J 2 3 
7-UP -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
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APPENDIX C 
RECRUITMENT SCRIPT 
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Opening Comments 
Good evening. My name is Lee Campbell. I am a Ph.D. student at the University of 
Massachusetts, Amherst. As part of my degree requirement I am conducting a survey on people's 
opinions toward advertising. This survey will be administered in two parts. The first part will 
be given in class tonight. Tonight's survey designed to obtain some basic information about you 
and some of your general opinions. 
The second part will be administered in smaller groups in the Faculty Lounge, Morison 
Hall. In the second session you will be asked to view and give your opinions on a set of 
advertisements. It should take no longer than 15-20 minutes. 
Tonight, I'll be asking you to make an appointment for the second session. During tonight's 
survey, an appointment sheet will be made available to you so that you may schedule a time 
and date that is convenient for you. 
The appointment times are 5:00, 5:30 and 9:20 p.m. Monday through Thursday. 
I would like to emphasize that your involvement in this study is strictly voluntary and any 
information that you provide will be held in the strictest of confidence. Please note that all 
information you give will be used for academic purposes only, and will not be used for 
commercial purposes. As a small token of my appreciation I am having a small raffle for a pair 
of Red Sox tickets. Four pairs of tickets to the July 26 game will be given. If you do not want 
tickets, you may opt for a gift certificate (for an equivalent amount) to your favorite 
supermarket. 
Is there anyone who would like to participate? 
Pass out surveys. Pass out ^pointment sheets. 
Again, If you do not wish to participate in both sessions please do not take a siu^ey tonight 
Thank You Very Much for your Help and Cooperation! 
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APPENDIX D 
RAFFLE ENTRY FORM 
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ENTRY FORM FOR SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 
NAME:_ 
ADDRESS:_ 
CITY & STATE:_ZIP CODE: 
IF I WIN I WOULD PREFER THE FOLLOWING PRIZE 
(Please check only one box.) 
\ |a pair of Red Sox tickets (July 26,1991) 
\ \a $20 gift certificate at_Supermarket_ 
(please fill in store or location) 
Four winners will be selected and prizes will be sent by certified mail no later than 
July 19,1991 
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APPENDIX E 
PHASE 1 DIRECTIONS AND DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS 
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YOUR STUDENT NUMBER:_ 
Tonight's Date: _ 
Tonight's Class Number:  
Instructions for Tonight's Survey: 
1. Please take your time and read each question carefully. If you have any questions, raise your 
hand and the session coordinator will help you. 
2. Feel free to write what you think. Your personal opinions are very important. There are no 
right or wrong answers. All of your answers will be strictly confidential and used for 
aggregate measures only. 
3. Once you begin filling out the survey, please do not turn back to an earlier page. Be sure 
to answer all of the questions. Your participation in this survey is helpful only if you 
answer every question completely. 
4. Please be sure that you have provided your student number. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION! 
PLEASE STOP AND PROCEED ONLY WHEN DIRECTED TO DO SO! 
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The following are descriptive questions to be used for statistical purposes only. All of your 
responses will be kept strictly confidential. Please check the response that best describes you. 
A. Your Marital Status; _ Married _ Unmarried 
B. Number of Children: _1 have no children _ 3-4 Children 
_ 1-2 children _5 or more children 
C. Employment Status: _ Employed Full-time _ Employed Part- 
time 
_Not Currently Employed 
If employed what is your occupation?_ 
D. Student Status: _Full-time student _ Part-time student 
E. Your sex: Female Male 
F. Your Age; 18-24 _ 35-44 _ 55-64 
25-34 _ 45-54 _65 + 
G. What is your total annual family income, (before taxes)? 
_less than $15,000  $35,000 to $44,999  $65,000 to $74,999 
_$15,000 to $24,999  $45,000 to $54,999  $75,000 or more 
_$25,000 to $34,999  $55,000 to $64,999 
END OF PART 1 OF THE SURVEY! 
PLEASE BE SURE YOU ARE SCHEDULED FOR PART 2! 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP! 
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APPENDIX F 
APPOINTMENT SIGN-UP SHEET 
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APPOINTMENT SHEET FOR 
TUESDAY, JULY 23,1991 
at 
5:00 p.m. 
BEST TIME TO CALL TO 
NAME PHONE NUMBER CONFIRM APPOINTMENT 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
PLEASE MAKE A NOTE OF YOUR APPOINTMENT 
DATE AND TIME! 
Please indicate if you would NOT like to receive a confirmation call. 
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APPENDIX G 
VERBAL LABEL SCRIPT 
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Verbal Label 
(only for label condition.) 
There are still a couple of people scheduled for tonight's session. While we give them a few 
minutes to show up, I would like to give you some early results from the survey 
you filled out in class. You may recall that there were some questions on helping, volunteering 
and giving to charity. Interestingly, it seems that when compared to the national average, the 
graduate students at Bentley scored very high on all of these 
scales. I think you should really be proud and commended for this. 
APPENDIX H 
PHASE 2 INSTRUCTIONS AND DUMMY ADVERTISEMENT 
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YOUR STUDENT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
TIME: 5:00 5:30 9:20 
Instructions for Tonight’s Survey: 
1. In tonight's session you will be asked to look at prototypes for two different advertisements. 
When you see the advertisements, please take your time and examine each one carefully 
and thoroughly. 
2. Following each advertisement are a number of questions designed to measure your feelings 
and opinions toward that advertisement. Some measure different aspects 
of the advertisement (i.e. the advertisement itself, the sponsoring company or the brand). 
When responding, please be careful as to what aspect each item refers. 
3. Once you begin filling out the survey, please do not turn back to an earlier page. Please be 
sure to answer all of the questions. Your participation in this survey is helpful only if you 
answer every question completely. Remember, that there are no right or wrong answers and 
4. Please follow the ”stop** and "proceed” directions printed at the bottom of each page. 
5. Please be sure that you have provided yoiur student number. 
THANKS AGAIN FOR YOUR HELP! 
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Lite Fhiit should not be 
chosen lightlv . 
Some orands add artina^ 
flavors. Not Dei Monte* Lite. 
And it wins taste test after 
tastetesL 
Del Monte Lite. The 
taste more people choose. 
WFGffOWi 
GRsamn 
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APPENDIX I 
EXPERIMENTAL STIMULI 
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Come Back to the 
Old-Fashioned Taste 
of 
And help the 
Bentley College Library 
Concerned graduate students, such as you, recognize 
the importance of education to the future of our country. 
A&W supports the students of America. 
Here's how we're going to help: 
The A&W Beverage Company, makers of A&W 
ROOT BEER and A&W diet ROOT BEER, are 
making a significant financial contribution to the fund 
supporting the BUSINESS COLLECTION at the 
BENTLEY COLLEGE LIBRARY. 
MW Beverages, Inc. White Plains , NY 10604-3101 
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Come Back to the 
Old-Fashioned Taste 
And help the 
Bentley College Library 
Come Back to the 
Old-Fashioned Taste 
And help our 
Nation's Libraries 
Concerned graduate students, such as you, recognize 
the importance of education to the future of our country. 
A&W supports the students of America. A&W supports the students of America. 
Here's how we're going to help: 
'nw ASW Bmrag* Company, makars of ASW ROOT 
BEER Mid AEW dM ROOT BEER, «a mSdng a 
lignMcant financial contrtKifon to lia fund tuppof<ng 
tia BUSINESS COLLECTION at lha BENTL^ 
COLLEQE LWRARV. 
MW Ik. WHO nara, MV 10i04HOt 
Here's how we're going to help: 
Tha AAW Beveraga Company, makars of AAW 
ROOT BEER and A&W dial ROOT BEER, wa 
making a signif cant inancial oonritxjlion to Itw fund 
supporting lha National Library Foundalon. 
MW Bmrigil. me. «Ml nwil ,NY 10«>4.]10S 
Come Back to the 
Old-Fashioned Taste 
of 
And help our 
Nation's Libraries 
A&W supports the students of America. 
Here's how we're going to help: 
Tfia ASW Bavaraga Company, makars of A&W 
ROOT BEER mmTA&W dM ROOT BEER, ara 
making a significant Rnandai coniribuion to tia fund 
supporing tia Nalonal Library FoundaUon. 
MWBmraaM. Ik WhM PWia.NV 10«4.S1(H 
Come Back to the 
Old-Fashioned Taste 
of 
And help the 
Bentley College Library 
Concerned graduate students, such as you, recognize 
the importance of education to the future of our country. 
A&W supports the students of America. 
Whan you buy, wa givat 
Here's how we're going to help: 
For avary can, or botia, of A&W ROOT BEER or 
A&W diat ROOT BEER tiat you purehaaa 
balwaan July 1 and Saplambar 30, wa mI 
maka a fnandal conribution to lha fund supporting 
Ira BUSINESS COLLECTION at Sia BENTLEY 
COLLEGE LIBRARY. 
Ramambar: 
Tha Mora You Buy tha Mora Wa ConbIbuMI 
MW BmragM, Kr. WNia PWik , NY l0M4.naS 
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Come Back to the 
Old-Fashioned Taste 
And help the 
Bentley College Library 
Come Back to the 
Old-Fashioned Taste 
of 
And help the 
Bentley College Library 
A&W supports the students of America. A&W supports the students of America. 
Whan you buy, «a gival Whan you buy, wa glval 
Here's how we're going to help: 
For avary can, or boMa, of AsW ROOT BEER or 
AaW dM ROOT SEER thatyflUbEdiaM 
balaaan Juty 1 and Sapembar 30, wa will 
mafia a (nandal conkibuton to lha kjrtd tuppordrrg 
lha BUSINESS COLLECTION at lha BBfTLEY 
COLLEGE UBRARV. 
Ramambar: 
Tha Mora You Buy lha Mora Wo ConMwIol 
Aaw OnwifM, Inc. WMt Pams. NV ioio4->ica 
Here's how we're going to heip: 
For ovary can, or boMa, ol AsW ROOT BEER or 
AsW diat ROOT BEER tool you purchaaa 
batwoan July 1 arto Saptambar 30, wa wil 
maka a inandal conkibulion to toa lund supporting 
too BUSINESS COLLECTION al lha B0fTLEY 
COLLEGE UBRARV. 
Ramambar; 
Tha Mora You Buy tha Mora Wa Conblbulal 
MW BwirMK. me. WHIC PWnc, NV iaM4.sioa 
Come Back to the 
Old-Fashioned Taste 
of 
And Enjoy a Refreshing Experience 
AAW BMeratMk me PWns, NV 10IOA-31« 
Come Back to the 
Old-Fashioned Taste 
of 
And help our 
Nation's Libraries 
Concerned graduate students, such as you, recognize 
the importance of education to the future of our country. 
A&W supports the students of America. 
Vrhan you buy, wa glval 
Here's how we're going to help: 
For avary can. or botia, of AsW ROOT BEER or 
AsW diat ROOT BEER toat you ourchaaa 
batwaan July 1 and Saplombar 30, wa ml 
make a inandal contobulion to lha lund supporting 
tia Nadonal Library Foundallon. 
Tha Mora You Buy ttta Mora Wa Conblbulal 
MW BwerWM. he. WHn PWni, NY lOSBC-llsr 
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APPENDIX J 
ATTRIBUTION (Attrib) AND PERSONAL RELEVANCE (PR) SCALES 
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Please use the scales below to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 
with the REASONS why A&W ran this advertisement for its root beer product. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
"the coiupan/s primary obj ective 
i$ to sell its product 2 liiiiillilii 5 
The company's true desire is 
to help others. 1 2 3 4 5 
Tbift company careo about 
helping others. 2 3 4 
The company is trying to 
deceive consumers. 1 2 3 4 5 
This company is generous. 2 lliiiiliiiii 5 
This company is exploitive. 1 2 3 4 5 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements concerning 
the LIBRARY FUND supported in this advertisement. 
This LIBRARY FUND: Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
ConCOms me; lilliliiliilil 2 3 4 3 i 
Is important to me: 1 2 3 4 5 
Affects me or my family; llllllli JIIIIB ||||j||j Hljlll 
Is of interest to me: 1 2 3 4 5 
t$ relevant to m^ iiiiiiiiii: 2 2 iiiiiBiii S 
Makes me think about the advertisement 1 2 3 4 5 
my attention: liiiliiiiiiilii 2 3 liiiiillilii n 
Involves me: 1 2 3 4 5 
Forces me to concentrate 
on toe advertisement: i 2 3 i 4 5 
PLEASE PROCEED TO NEXT THE PAGE 
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APPENDIX K 
THOUGHT LISTING AND BRAND USE MEASURES 
221 
In the boxes below, please write down any thoughts you had while viewing the A&W 
Root Beer advertisement 
Please use one box per thought 
If you had no thoughts, please write ”no thoughts". 
Please indicate approximately how often you consume the following A&W products. 
Never Less than 1-2 Times 3-6 Times Once a 2-4 Times More than 4 
once a week a week a week day a day times a day 
A&W Regular 
Root Beer _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
A&W Diet 
Root Beer _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
PLEASE PROCEED TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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APPENDIX L 
ATTITUDE TOWARD THE 
ADVERTISEMENT (AttAd) SCALE 
223 
The following questions refer to the ADVERTISEMENT ONLY! 
Please use the following scales to rate the A&W ROOT BEER ADVERTISEMENT 
that you just viewed. 
REMEMBER. THESE ITEMS APPLY TO THE A&W ADVERTISEMENT ONLY! 
I this advertisement 
Hike this 
advertisement 
I react favorably to this 
advertisement. 
I feel positive toward 
this advertisement 
This is a bad 
advertisement. 
4 
I react im- 
favorably to this 
advertisement. 
I feel negative 
toward this 
advertisem^ntr 
This is a good 
advertisement. 
My overaU attitude toward dib 
advertisement is: Unfavorable 1 2 3 4 S Favorable 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. 
Am willsee 
increase s resuliii 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disgree 
I must first buy the product 
before the company will 1 2 3 4 5 
make the contribution. 
Theeonhibutien to the 
ilbraiy Fundistiedto 12 5 4$ 
the sale of the product 
PLEASE PROCEED TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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APPENDIX M 
ATTITUDE TOWARD THE 
COMPANY (AttCo) SCALE 
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The following questions refer to the COMPANY ONLY! 
Please use the following scales to rate the A&W COMPANY which sponsored the 
previous root beer advertisement. 
REMEMBER. THESE ITEMS APPLY TO THE A&W BEVERAGE COMPANY ONLY! 
f Ihe AA:W Company^ 
I react favorably to the 
the A&W Company. 
I feel poaitive toward 
the A<&cW Company. 
A&W is a bad company. 
My overaO attitude toward tihe 
A&W Company is? Unfavorable 
X 2 3 4 
12 3 4 
t Z 3 4 
12 3 4 
X 2 3 4 
5 I tike the A&W Company. 
I react unfavorably to the 
5 A&W Company. 
I fee} negative inward 
5 die A&W Company. 
5 A&W is a good company. 
$ Favorable 
THIS ENDS THE SURVEY. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP. 
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APPENDIX N 
ATTITUDE TOWARD THE BRAND (AttBd) 
AND PURCHASE LIKELIHOOD SCALES 
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APPENDIX O 
ALTRUISM (Altru) SCALE 
229 
The following questions refer to the A&W BRAND ONLY! 
Please use the following scales to rate the A&W ROOT BEER BRAND. 
REMEMBER. THESE ITEMS APPLY TO THE BRAND ONLY! 
I (iisilke the jiim B I like the A&W brands 
I react favorably to the 
A&W brand. 12 3 4 
I react unfavorably to the 
5 A&W brand. 
1 fed! poaitive toward 
the A&W brand. 1 2 4 5 
I feel n^ative toward 
the A&W bland. 
A&W is a good brand. 1 2 3 4 5 A&W is a bad brand. 
My overall attitude 
toward the Pavorable 1 2 3 4 Unfavorable 
A&W brand is; 
If you were going to buy ROOT BEER, what are the chances in 10 that you would buy the 
A&W brand? 
Definitely 
No Chance Would Buy 
123456789 10 
If you were going to buy soft drink, what are the chances in 10 that you would buy the 
A&W brand? 
No Chance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Definitely 
Would Buy 
9 10 
PLEASE PROCEED TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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Please rate each statement by circling the number that best describes your opinion or how 
you see yourself. 
l fed( a moral duty to help people who 
suffer. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree 
2 
Neutral 
liiiiiii 
Disagree 
4 
Strongly 
Disagree 
3 
I would feel obligated to do a favor for a 
person who needs iL even if he/she has 1 2 3 4 5 
not shown gratitude for past favors. 
All of us should give some of our time 
lor the good of our town or countiy. liiiiiiii iiiiiii 
When I act in a caring way, it is only to 
get approval and/or avoid disapproval. 1 2 3 4 5 
I am concerned about the welfare of 
human beings eveiywhere in the world iiiiilliiiiii 21 llllillii 4 5 
I feel sympathy for people who suffer. 1 2 3 4 5 
If we all volunteer time and effort, social 
problems like poverty and homelessness iiililiiiiiiiiiiB 2 3 4 S 
can be overcome. 
I feel a responsibility to contribute to the 
welfare of people who suffer. 1 2 3 4 5 
PLEASE PROCEED TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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APPENDIX P 
HELPING BEHAVIOR (Help) SCALE 
231 
Please look at each type of helping listed below and indicate, by checking one box, 
whether you have ever helped in that way and how frequently. 
Never Once 
A Few 
Times 
Quite 
Often 
Very 
Often 
Ihavegiven directions toa stranger; 
I have given money to a charity. 
I }iav^ done vofunteer work for a charity. ?_i :_t t ■ r 
I have donated blood. :_: :_: :_: 
I have ddayed an idevator for a stranger. 
I have picked up a hitchhiker. 
I have offered my fteat on a bus or train t» a :_: :_^ : 
strai^eTr 
I have helped a friend move. :_: :_: 
IhavehefyedastrangerinanemeigeiKy *. : : 
(sudden lllness,acddent>. 
I have served food in a soup kitdien. :_: :_: 
(havefiied to console someone who :_i r_r : 
was upset. 
I have spent time working for causes :_; :_: 
(like peace, social justice or the environment). 
PLEASE PROCEED TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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APPENDIX Q 
ATTITUDE TOWARD BUSINESS (AttBu) SCALE 
233 
Please indicate the level of agreement that best represents your feelings toward 
AMERICAN BUSINESS. 
Strongly 
Agree 
are concerned 
al>autinakmg a proflfv that they will 1 
aacrlBce product <|uality* 
Most companies do a good job of 
providing reasonable products at 1 
fair prices. 
Most companies realty don’t care 
ahotU ^ving the consumer a fair 1 
deaL 
In general^ businesses usually 
oppose efforts to protect 1 
consumers. 
In general,, most companies are 
sodallyresponsible. t 
Agree 
2 
Neutral Disagree 
4 
Strongly 
Disagree 
5 
2 3 4 5 
1 iiiiiiliiili illiiliili 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 4 5 
Please indicate approximately how often you consumer the following brands of soft 
drinks. 
Never Less than 1-2 Times 3-6 Times Once a 2-4 Times More than 4 
once a week a week a week day a day times a day 
Coca-Cola _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Slice _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
A&W Root Beer _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Diet-Pepsi _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
7-Up _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
In the past twelve months, approximately how much money have you given to charity or 
other social causes? $_ 
PLEASE PROCEED TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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APPENDIX R 
PRETEST 3 
235 
Suppose you saw a message that supported financial assistance for GRADUATE 
STUDENTS ACROSS THE COUNTRY. Using the scales listed below please indicate 
the extent that this cause would: 
Not at all Extremely 
Concem mtt lilijiliiillH 4 S 4 7 
Be important to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Affesct me ormy family: 2 3 4 5 4 7 
Be of interest to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Be relevant to me: 2 3 4 $ 4 7 
Make me think: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Get my attention: 2 3 4 5 4 
Involve me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Force me to concentrate: iiiiliiiiiiilli 2 3 4 lillilillii 4 7 
Suppose you saw a message supporting the establishment of a BENTLEY BUSINESS 
SCHOOL LIBRARY. Using the scales listed below please indicate the extent to which 
this cause would: 
Concern me: 
Not at all 
iiiiiiiiiiiiiii 2 4 5 4 
Extremely 
7 
Be important to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Affect me or my family; 2 3 4 3 4 . 7 
Be of interest to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Be relevant to mst 2 3 liiiiiiii 3 4 7 
Make me think: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Get my attention; iiliiiiiiiliiill 2 3 4 4 7 
Involve me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Force me to conccnliale: lliilililiillili 2 iililiiiiii 4 llllil 4 IIIIHII 
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Suppose you saw a message that supported financial assistance for MBA STUDENTS 
ACROSS THE COUNTRY. Using the scales listed below please indicate the extent 
that this cause would: 
Not at all 
4 S 4 
Extremely 
7 Coitcem m9t iliiiiiiiliiiil z S 
Be important to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Affect me or ttiy family: iiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 2 3 4 S 4 7 
Be of interest to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Be relevant to me: iiiiiiiiiiiii 2 a 4 5 4 lllilliiliiiilli 
Make me think: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Get my attention: iiiiiilliiii 2 3 4 5 4 7 
Involve me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Force me to concentrate; iiiiiiiiiliiiiiiiiiii Z S 4 5 4 7 
Suppose you saw a message supporting the PUBLIC LIBRARY SYSTEM 
THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY. Using the scales listed below please indicate the 
extent to which this charity would: 
Not at all Extremely 
Concern me: 2 s 4 5 4 7 
Be important to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Affect me or my family: 2 3 4 5 4 7 
Be of interest to me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Be relevant to me: iliiijiiiiiiliiii 2 3 iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii |!ll|i||||i 4 7 
Make me think: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Get my attentiom iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 2 3 4 iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 4 7 
Involve me: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Force me to concentrate: iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii! Z 3 4 s 4 7 
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APPENDIX S 
RELIABILITIES AND ITEM-TOTAL CORRELATIONS 
238 
Item-Total Correlation 
Personal Relevance Scale 
Concerns me: .8566 
Important to me: .8702 
Affects me: .8491 
Interest to me: .8988 
Relevant to me: .8929 
Makes me think: .7917 
Gets my attention: .8583 
Involves me: .8540 
Forces me to concentrate on advertisement: .7902 
Cronbach's Alpha = .964 
Item-Total Correlation 
Attribution (Attrib) Scale 
Item Correlation to Total Score 
Objective is to sell product: .1954 
Help others: .4693 
Company cares: .5655 
Company is deceiving consumers: .5286 
Company is generous: .4581 
Company is exploitive: .4715 
Cronbach's Alpha = .707 
239 
Item-Total Correlation 
Attitude Toward the Advertisement (AttAd) Scale 
Item Correlation to Total Score 
Like Advertisement: .8680 
React favorably to advertisement: 
Feel positive toward the advertisement: 
Good advertisement 
.8802 
.8605 
.7731 
Overall attitude toward advertisement: .9132 
Cronbach’s Alpha = .949 
Item-Total Correlation 
Attitude Toward the Brand (AttBd) Scale 
Item Correlation to Total Score 
Like the brand: .8190 
React favorably to brand: 
Feel positive toward the brand: 
Good brand: 
.8828 
.91% 
.8414 
Overall attitude toward brand: .8734 
Cronbach’s Alpha = .951 
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Item-Total Correlation 
Attitude Toward the Company (AttCo) Scale 
Item Correlation to Total Score 
Like Company: .7420 
React favorably to the company: .7680 
Feel positive toward the company: .8328 
Good company: .6653 
Overall attitude toward company: .7883 
Cronbach's Alpha = .9034 
Item-Total Correlation 
Attitude Toward Business (AttBu) Scale 
Item Correlation to Total Score 
Profit concern: .3959 
Reasonable products at fair prices: .4099 
Companies give a fair deal: .5003 
Protect consumers: .4460 
Socially Responsible: .3995 
Cronbach's Alpha = .674 
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Item-Total Correlation 
Altruism (Altru) Scale 
Item Correlation to Total Score 
Moral duty to help: .5786 
Obligation to do a favor: .2466 
All should give time: .4346 
Act caring for approval: .0494 
Concerned about welfare: .4886 
Sympathy for those who suffer: .4347 
Volunteer for social problems: .3684 
Responsibility to contribute: .7017 
Cronbach's Alpha = .7104 
Item-Total Correlation 
Helping Behavior (Help) Scale 
Item Correlation to Total Score 
Give directions: .5117 
Give money to charity: .3869 
Do volunteer work: .4371 
Donate blood: .1190 
Delayed an elevator: .3624 
Picked up a hitchhiker: .2968 
Offered a seat: .3828 
Helped a friend move: .4514 
Helped a stranger: .5599 
Served food in a soup kitchen: .1617 
Consoled someone: .3419 
Worked for a cause: .5145 
Cronbach's Alpha = .738 
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Sample Size per Cell by Attitude Toward Business (AttBu) 
(N = 233) 
Hi AttBu 11 
High Label 
Personal Lo AttBu 14 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi AttBu 13 
Purchase-Independent Lo AttBu 13 
Philanthropic Promotions 
Low Label 
Hi AttBu 12 
Personal Lo AttBu 9 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi AttBu 12 
Lo AttBu 9 
Hi AttBu 12 
High Label 
Personal Lo AttBu 11 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi AttBu 12 
Purchase-Linked Lo AttBu 12 
Philanthropic Promotions 
Low Label 
Hi AttBu 15 
Personal Lo AttBu 8 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi AttBu 13 
Lo AttBu 5 
Hi AttBu Control Group Lo AttBu 
30 22 
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Sample Size per Cell by Brand Use (BdUse) 
(N = 275) 
Non-users 8 
High Label 
Personal Users 19 
Relevance 
No Label 
Non-users 8 
Purchase-Independent Users 19 
Philanthropic Promotions 
Low Label 
Non-users 8 
Personal Users 19 
Relevance 
No Label 
Non-users 8 
Users 18 
Non-users 12 
High Label 
Personal Users 15 
Relevance 
No Label 
Non-users 7 
Purchase-Linked Users 20 
Philanthropic Promotions 
Low Label 
Non-users 9 
Personal Users 18 
Relevance 
No Label 
Non-users 7 
Users 20 
Non-users Control Group Users 
17 37 
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Sample Size per Cell by Donor Category (Donor) 
(N = 228) 
Hi Donor 13 
High Label 
Personal Lo Donor 10 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi Donor 11 
Purchase-Independent Lo Donor 8 
Philanthropic Promotions 
Low Label 
Hi Donor 9 
Personal Lo Donor 14 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi Donor 16 
Lo Donor 9 
Hi Donor 13 
High Label 
Personal Lo Donor 14 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi Donor 13 
Purchase-Linked Lo Donor 8 
Philanthropic Promotions 
Low Label 
Hi Donor 10 
Personal Lo Donor 13 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi Donor 12 
Lo Donor 8 
Hi Donor Control Group Lo Donor 
30 17 
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Sample Size per Cell by Helping Behavior (Help) 
(N = 228) 
Hi Help 10 
High Label 
Personal Lo Help 13 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi Help 6 
Purchase-Independent Lo Help 14 
Philanthropic Promotions 
Low Label 
Hi Help 10 
Personal Lo Help 14 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi Help 9 
Lo Help 14 
Hi Help 13 
High Label 
Personal Lo Help 10 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi Help 10 
Purchase-Linked Lo Help 12 
Philanthropic Promotions 
Low Label 
Hi Help 11 
Personal Lo Help 14 
Relevance 
No Label 
Hi Help 9 
Lo Help 14 
Hi Help Control Group Lo Help 
28 23 
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ANCOVA Analysis for AttBd (n=215) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Covariates 11.590 4 2.898 3.653 .007 
Attitude toward Business 2.119 1 2.119 2.671 .104 
Altruism .799 1 .799 1.008 .317 
Dollars Donated 2.761 1 2.761 3.481 .064 
Helping Behavior 2.048 1 2.048 2.582 .110 
Main Effects .394 3 .131 .165 .920 
Philanthropic Promotion .223 1 .223 .281 .597 
Personal Relevance .026 1 .026 .033 .856 
Labeling .146 1 .146 .184 .668 
Two-way Interactions 2.820 3 .940 1.185 .316 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 2.368 1 2.368 2.985 .086 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .270 1 .270 .340 .560 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .170 1 .170 .214 .644 
Three-way Interactions .075 1 .075 .094 .759 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .075 1 .075 .094 .759 
Explained 14.879 11 1.353 1.705 .074 
Residual 161.027 203 .793 
Total 175.906 214 .822 
Covariate Raw Regression Coefficient 
Attitude toward Business .169 
Altruism .144 
Dollars Donated .000 
Helping Behavior .216 
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ANCOVA Analysis for AttCo (n=215) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Covariates 3.719 4 .930 2.353 .055 
Attitude toward Business 2.959 1 2.959 7.490 .007 
Altruism .555 1 .555 1.406 237 
[X)llars Donated .552 1 .552 1.398 .238 
Helping Behavior .001 1 .001 .002 .963 
Main Effects .564 3 .188 .476 .700 
Philanthropic Promotion .178 1 .178 .451 .503 
Personal Relevance .324 1 .324 .821 .366 
Labeling .066 1 .066 .168 .683 
Two-way Interactions 1.064 3 .355 .897 .444 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .142 1 .142 .358 .550 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .000 1 .000 .001 .975 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .922 1 .922 2.334 .128 
Three-way Interactions .000 1 .000 .000 .986 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .000 1 .000 .000 .986 
Explained 5.346 11 .486 1230 269 
Residual 80.211 203 .395 
Total 85.558 214 .400 
Co variate 
Attitude toward Business 
Altruism 
Dollars Donated 
Helping Behavior 
Raw Regression Coefficient 
.199 
.120 
.000 
.004 
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ANCOVA Analysis for Attrib (n=215) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Covariates 12.488 4 3.122 10.593 .000 
Attitude toward Business 11.152 1 11.152 37.841 .000 
Altruism .467 1 .467 1.586 209 
Dollars (Donated .911 1 .911 3.090 .080 
Helping Behavior 1.506 1 1.506 5.019 .025 
Main Effects 1.269 3 .423 1.435 234 
Philanthropic Promotion .352 1 .352 1.193 .276 
Personal Relevance .655 1 .655 2.223 .138 
Labeling .277 1 .277 .941 .333 
Two-way Interactions .712 3 .237 .805 .492 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .008 1 .008 .026 .872 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .109 1 .109 .371 .543 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .596 1 .596 2.201 .157 
Three-way Interactions .371 1 .371 1.259 .263 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .371 1 .371 1.259 .263 
Explained 14.839 11 1.349 4.577 .000 
Residual 59.826 203 .295 
Total 74.666 214 .349 
Co variate 
Attitude toward Business 
Altruism 
Dollars Donated 
Helping Behavior 
Raw Regression Coefficient 
.387 
.110 
(-.000) 
(-.186) 
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ANCOVA Analysis for BdCh (n=215) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Covariates 44.850 4 11213 2.421 .050 
Attitude toward Business 18.808 1 18.808 4.061 .045 
Altruism .111 1 .111 .024 .877 
Dollars Donated 5.315 1 5.315 1.148 285 
Helping Behavior 11259 1 11259 2.431 .121 
Main Effects 5.763 3 .188 .415 .743 
Philanthropic Promotion .027 1 .027 .006 .940 
Personal Relevance 5261 1 5261 1.136 288 
Labeling .497 1 .497 .107 .743 
Two-way Interactions 12.049 3 .355 .867 .459 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 5258 1 5258 1.135 288 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling 2.475 1 2.475 334 .466 
Personal Relevance x Labeling 4.351 1 4.351 .939 .334 
Three-way Interactions 2.056 1 2.056 .444 .506 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 2.056 1 2.056 .444 .506 
Explained 64.718 11 5.883 1270 244 
Residual 940.137 203 4.631 
Total 1004.856 214 4.6% 
Covariate Raw Regression Coefficient 
Attitude toward Business -502 
Altruism 
IDollars Donated 
Helping Behavior 
-.054 
.000 
307 
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ANCOVA Analysis for AttAd (n=215) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Covariates 17.587 4 4.397 4.308 .002 
Attitude toward Business 13.361 1 13.361 13.091 .000 
Altruism 279 1 279 274 .602 
Dollars Donated 4.822 1 4.822 4.724 .031 
Helping Behavior 1.180 1 1.180 1.156 283 
Main Effects 3.385 3 1.128 1.106 .348 
Philanthropic Promotion .475 1 .475 .465 .496 
Personal Relevance 2.793 1 2.793 2.737 .100 
Labeling .084 1 .084 .082 .775 
Two-way Interactions 1.770 3 .590 .578 .630 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .146 1 .146 .143 .705 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .179 1 .179 .176 .675 
Personal Relevance x Labeling 1.445 1 1.445 1.415 .236 
Three-way Interactions 1.115 1 1.115 1.092 .297 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 1.115 1 1.115 1.092 .297 
Explained 23.857 11 2.169 2215 .020 
Residual 207.181 203 1.021 
Total 231.039 214 1.080 
Co variate 
Attitude toward Business 
Altruism 
Dollars Donated 
Helping Behavior 
Raw Regression Coefficient 
.423 
.085 
(-.000) 
(-.164) 
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ANCOVA Analysis for PdCh (n=215) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F- Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Covariates 10.718 4 2.679 .384 .820 
Attitude toward Business 2.550 1 2.550 .366 .546 
Altruism .038 1 .038 .005 .942 
Dollars Donated 2.452 1 2.452 .352 .554 
Helping Behavior 5.482 1 5.482 .786 .376 
Main Effects 9.172 3 3.057 .438 .726 
Philanthropic Promotion .001 1 .001 .000 .992 
Personal Relevance 1.561 1 1.561 .224 .637 
Labeling 7.638 1 7.638 1.095 .297 
Two-way Interactions 26215 3 8.738 1.253 292 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 18.663 1 18.663 2.677 .103 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling 4.413 1 4.413 .633 .427 
Personal Relevance x Labeling 2.993 1 2.993 .429 .513 
Three-way Interactions 4.929 1 4.929 .707 .401 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 4.929 1 4.929 .707 .401 
Explained 51.033 11 4.639 .665 .770 
Residual 1415.460 203 6.973 
Total 1466.493 214 6.853 
Covariate Raw Regression Coefficient 
Attitude toward Business .185 
Altruism -031 
Dollars Donated (-.000) 
Helping Behavior .354 
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Attributions ANOVA with Attitude Toward Business (n=181) 
Source of Variation Sum of Deg. of 
Squares Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 9.53 4 2.38 8.10 .000 
Philanthropic Promotion .18 1 .18 .62 .434 
Personal Relevance .47 1 .47 1.06 .207 
Labeling .10 1 .10 .35 .553 
Attitude Toward Business 9.36 1 9.36 31.84 .000 
Two-way Interactions .78 6 .13 .44 .851 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .00 1 .00 .00 .942 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .31 1 .31 1.05 .308 
Philanthropic Promotion x AttBu .08 1 .08 28 .5% 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .14 1 .14 .47 .496 
Personal Relevance x AttBu .21 1 .21 .72 .397 
Labeling by AttBu .03 1 .03 .09 .765 
Three-way Interactions 1.40 4 .35 1.19 .318 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 1.10 1 1.10 3.72 .055 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x AttBu .08 1 .08 .28 .597 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x AttBu .08 1 .08 .26 .594 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x AttBu .00 1 .00 .00 .999 
Four-way Interaction .19 1 .19 .64 .424 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x AttBu .19 1 .19 .64 .424 
Explained 11.89 15 .79 2.70 .001 
Residual 48.52 165 29 
Total 60.41 180 .34 
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Attitude Toward the Advertisement ANOVA with AttBu (n=181) 
Source of Variation Sum of Deg. of 
Squares Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 16.66 4 4.17 4.02 .004 
Philanthropic Promotion 1.25 1 125 1.20 .274 
Personal Relevance 2.26 1 226 2.18 .142 
Labeling .58 1 .58 .56 .456 
Attitude Toward Business 12.99 1 12.99 12.53 .001 
Two-way Interactions 1.30 6 22 .21 .974 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .01 1 .01 .01 .911 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .10 1 .10 .09 .762 
Philanthropic Promotion x AttBu .03 1 .03 .03 .857 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .34 1 .34 .32 .570 
Personal Relevance x AttBu .01 1 .01 .01 .934 
Labeling by AttBu .69 1 .69 .66 .416 
Three-way Interactions 4.38 4 1.10 1.06 .380 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 2.55 1 2.55 2.46 .119 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x AttBu 1.10 1 1.10 1.07 .304 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x AttBu .01 1 .01 .01 .933 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x AttBu .42 1 .43 .41 .521 
Four-way Interaction 1.37 1 1.37 1.20 .250 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x AttBu 1.37 1 1.37 1.32 250 
Explained 23.72 15 1.58 1.52 .102 
Residual 171.16 165 1.04 
Total 194.88 180 1.09 
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Attitude Toward the Brand ANOVA with AttBu (n=181) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 3.87 4 .97 122 .307 
Philanthropic Promotion .15 1 .15 .19 .667 
Personal Relevance .06 1 .06 .08 .778 
Labeling .03 1 .03 .04 .840 
Attitude Toward Business 3.75 1 3.75 4.72 .031 
Two-way Interactions 3.94 6 .58 .73 .625 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 1.29 1 129 1.62 .205 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .00 1 .00 .00 .962 
Philanthropic Promotion x AttBu .02 1 .02 .03 .865 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .36 1 .36 .45 .504 
Personal Relevance x AttBu 1.37 1 1.37 1.73 .191 
Labeling by AttBu .07 1 .07 .09 .764 
Three-way Interactions 2.33 4 .56 .70 .592 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .00 1 .00 .00 .995 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x AttBu 1.49 1 1.49 1.87 .174 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x AttBu .62 1 .62 .78 .380 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x AttBu .00 1 .00 .00 .969 
Four-way Interaction .47 1 .47 .60 .441 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x AttBu .47 1 .47 .60 .441 
Explained 10.70 15 .67 .84 .629 
Residual 131.36 165 .80 
Total 141.43 180 .79 
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Attitude Toward the Company ANOVA with AttBu (n=181) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif- 
ofF 
Main Effects 3.61 4 .90 226 .065 
Philanthropic Promotion .04 1 .04 .09 .759 
Personal Relevance 21 1 21 33 .470 
Labeling 26 1 26 .66 .418 
Attitude Toward Business 324 1 324 8.11 .005 
Two-way Interactions 1.64 6 27 .69 .662 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 24 1 24 .61 .438 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .00 1 .00 .00 .979 
Philanthropic Promotion x AttBu .85 1 .85 221 .147 
Personal Relevance x Labeling 29 1 29 .71 399 
Personal Relevance x AttBu .14 1 .14 34 358 
Labeling by AttBu .01 1 .00 .02 .883 
Three-way Interactions 33 4 .08 21 .935 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .10 1 .10 24 .627 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x AttBu .01 1 .00 .02 .895 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x AttBu .11 1 .11 28 301 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x AttBu .12 1 .12 29 391 
Four-way Interaction .48 1 .48 1.19 276 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x AttBu .48 1 .48 1.19 276 
Explained 6.06 15 .40 1.01 .446 
Residual 65.85 165 .40 
Total 71.93 180 .40 
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Brand Purchase Likelihood ANOVA with AttBu (n=181) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 29.63 4 7.41 1.67 .159 
Philanthropic Promotion 289.00 1 .29 .07 .799 
Personal Relevance 2.66 1 2.66 .60 .439 
Labeling .00 1 .00 .00 .998 
Attitude Toward Business 28.76 1 28.76 6.49 .012 
Two-way Interactions 25.66 6 428 .97 .451 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 4.39 1 4.39 .99 .321 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling 3.01 1 3.01 .68 .411 
Philanthropic Promotion x AttBu .17 1 .17 .04 .847 
Personal Relevance x Labeling 8.00 1 8.00 1.81 .181 
Personal Relevance x AttBu 7.32 1 7.32 1.65 .201 
Labeling by AttBu 1.95 1 1.95 .44 .508 
Three-way Interactions 9.28 4 2.32 .52 .719 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 1.38 1 1.38 .31 .577 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x AttBu 5.41 1 5.41 122 .271 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x AttBu 2.67 1 2.27 .51 .476 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x AttBu .03 1 .03 .01 .937 
Four-way Interaction .94 1 .94 21 .647 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x AttBu .94 1 .94 21 .647 
Explained 65.50 15 4.37 .99 .473 
Residual 731.10 165 4.43 
Total 7%.60 180 4.43 
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Product Purchase Likelihood ANOVA with AttBu (n=181) 
Source of Variation Sum of Deg. of 
Squares Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 20.41 4 5.10 .68 .608 
Philanthropic Promotion .20 1 .20 .03 .871 
Personal Relevance .62 1 .62 .08 77\ 
Labeling 10.11 1 10.11 1.35 248 
Attitude Toward Business 9.19 1 9.19 1.22 21\ 
Two-way Interactions 41.07 6 6.85 .91 .489 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 33.95 1 33.95 4.51 .035 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .09 1 .09 .01 .912 
Philanthropic Promotion x AttBu 6.05 1 6.05 .80 .371 
Personal Relevance x Labeling 3.01 1 3.01 .40 .528 
Personal Relevance x AttBu .16 1 .16 .02 .883 
Labeling by AttBu .53 1 .53 .07 .792 
Three-way Interactions 6.52 4 1.63 22 .929 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .68 1 .68 .09 .764 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x AttBu 1.25 1 125 .17 .684 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x AttBu 3.81 1 3.81 .51 .478 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x AttBu .01 1 .01 .00 .967 
Four-way Interaction 14.74 1 14.74 l.% .163 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x AttBu 14.74 1 14.74 1.96 .163 
Explained 82.74 15 5.52 .73 .748 
Residual 1240.91 165 7.52 
Total 1323.65 180 7.35 
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Attributions ANOVA with Bd Use (n=216) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects .81 4 20 .58 .681 
Philanthropic Promotion .08 1 .08 23 .636 
Personal Relevance .07 1 .07 .02 .891 
Labeling 29 1 29 .83 .364 
Brand Useage .47 1 .47 1.33 250 
Two-way Interactions 1.13 6 .19 .53 .782 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .00 1 .00 .01 .914 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .28 1 28 .79 .375 
Philanthropic Promotion x Brand Usage .00 1 .00 .00 .%9 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .31 1 .31 .89 .346 
Personal Relevance x Brand Useage 29 1 29 .82 .367 
Labeling by Brand Useage .28 1 28 .78 .378 
Three-way Interactions 1.93 4 .48 1.37 245 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .65 1 .65 1.84 .177 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Brand Usage .00 1 .00 .00 .990 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Brand Usage 1.30 1 .13 3.69 .056 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Brand Usage .01 1 .01 .03 .872 
Four-way Interaction .81 1 .81 229 .132 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Brand Usage .81 1 .81 229 .132 
Explained 4.67 15 .31 .89 581 
Residual 70.31 200 .35 
Total 74.98 215 .35 
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Attitude Toward the Advertisement ANOVA with BdUse (n=216) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 4.70 4 1.17 1.11 .355 
Philanthropic Promotion 132 1 1.32 124 .267 
Personal Relevance .86 1 .86 .81 .368 
Labeling .07 1 .07 .06 .802 
Brand Useage 252 1 252 237 .125 
Two-way Interactions 8.82 6 1.47 139 .222 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .15 1 .15 .14 .711 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .01 1 .01 .01 .938 
Philanthropic Promotion x Brand Usage 17 1 .27 25 .618 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .92 1 .92 .87 .353 
Personal Relevance x Brand Useage 534 1 534 5.03 .026 
Labeling by Brand Useage 2.45 1 2.45 2.04 .131 
Three-way Interactions 531 4 133 125 291 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 2.07 1 2.07 1.95 .164 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Brand Usage .71 1 .71 .67 .413 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Brand Usage 235 1 235 221 .139 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Brand Usage 27 1 27 25 .617 
Four-way Interaction 51 1 52 .49 .487 
Phil PronK) x Pers RelevarKe x Label x Brand Usage 52 1 52 .49 .487 
Explained 1935 15 129 122 262 
Residual 21228 200 136 
Total 23152 215 1.08 
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Brand Purchase Likelihood ANOVA with BdUse (n=216) 
Source of Variation Sum of Deg. of 
Squares Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects A\£9 4 1027 221 369 
Philanthropic Promotion .11 1 .11 32 380 
Personal Relevance 3.84 1 334 33 365 
Labeling 124 1 124 27 307 
Brand Useage 37.11 1 37.11 7.99 305 
Two-way Interactions 29.18 6 436 135 396 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 3i)4 1 334 36 419 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling 539 1 539 120 274 
Philanthropic Promotion x Brand Usage 238 1 238 36 457 
Personal Relevance x Labeling 6.10 1 6.10 131 253 
Personal Relevance x Brand Useage 1234 1 1234 2.72 .101 
Labeling by Brand Useage 24 1 24 35 319 
Three-way Interactions 9.05 4 226 .49 .745 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .91 1 .91 20 359 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Brand Usage .03 1 33 31 .939 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Brand Usage 631 1 631 \A7 227 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Brand Usage 1.45 1 1.45 31 377 
Four-way Interaction 2.08 1 238 .45 304 
Phil ProntK) x Pers Relevance x Label x Brand Usage 2.08 1 238 AS 304 
Explained 81.41 15 5.43 1.17 299 
Residual 92931 200 434 
Total 101022 215 4.70 
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Attitude Toward the Company ANOVA with BdUse (n=216) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects .45 4 .11 .28 .894 
Philanthropic Promotion .06 1 .06 .15 .698 
Personal Relevance .10 1 .10 .25 .615 
Labeling .03 1 .03 .07 .786 
Brand Useage 25 1 .25 57 .441 
Two-way Interactions 1.17 6 20 .48 .826 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .13 1 .13 .31 .580 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .02 1 .02 .04 .837 
Philanthropic Promotion x Brand Usage .03 1 .03 .07 .788 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .84 1 .84 2.04 .155 
Personal Relevance x Brand Useage .21 1 .21 .50 .479 
Labeling by Brand Useage .00 1 .00 .01 .935 
Three-way Interactions 1.12 4 .28 .68 .604 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .01 1 .01 .03 .853 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Brand Usage .01 1 .01 .02 .895 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Brand Usage .27 1 27 .65 .420 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Brand Usage .81 1 .81 l.% .163 
Four-way Interaction .82 1 .82 1.98 .161 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Brand Usage .82 1 .82 1.98 .161 
Explained 3.56 15 .24 .58 .890 
Residual 82.14 200 .41 
Total 85.70 215 .40 
266 
Product Purchase Likelihood ANOVA with BdUse (n=216) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 255.92 4 63.98 10.77 .000 
Philanthropic Pronnotion .10 1 .10 .02 .898 
Personal Relevance .25 1 .25 .04 .837 
Labeling 4.20 1 420 .71 .401 
Brand Useage 24629 1 24629 41.45 .000 
Two-way Interactions 38.36 6 6.39 1.08 .378 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 15.23 1 15.23 2.56 .111 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .11 1 .11 .02 .893 
Philanthropic Promotion x Brand Usage .60 1 .60 .10 .750 
Personal Relevance x Labeling 4.74 1 4.74 .80 .873 
Personal Relevance x Brand Useage 6.79 1 6.79 1.14 .287 
Labeling by Brand Useage 10.79 1 10.79 1.82 .179 
Three-way Interactions 17.75 4 4.44 .75 .561 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 9.48 1 9.48 1.60 .208 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Brand Usage .71 1 .71 .12 .730 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Brand Usage .02 1 .02 .00 .958 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Brand Usage 7.76 1 7.76 1.31 .255 
Four-way Interaction 2.95 1 2.95 .50 .482 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Brand Usage 2.95 1 2.95 .50 .482 
Explained 314.99 15 21.00 3.53 .000 
Residual 1188.35 200 5.94 
Total 1503.33 215 6.99 
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Attitude Toward the Brand ANOVA with BdUse (n=216) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 27.41 4 6.85 9.63 .000 
Philanthropic Promotion .08 1 .08 .12 .731 
Personal Relevance .02 1 .02 .03 .864 
Labeling .04 1 .04 .05 .822 
Brand Useage 27.23 1 27.23 38.26 .000 
Two-way Interactions 3.51 6 .59 .82 .553 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 1.23 1 1.23 1.73 .190 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .03 1 .03 .05 .827 
Philanthropic Promotion x Brand Usage 1.13 1 1.13 1.58 .210 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .31 1 .31 .44 .510 
Personal Relevance x Brand Useage .89 1 .89 1.25 .266 
Labeling by Brand Useage .03 1 .03 .05 .830 
Three-way Interactions .98 4 .25 .34 .848 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .19 1 .19 .27 .607 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Brand Usage .42 1 .42 .59 .442 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Brand Usage .36 1 .36 .50 .480 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Brand Usage .04 1 .04 .06 .808 
Four-way Interaction 1.89 1 1.89 2.65 .105 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Brand Usage 1.89 1 1.89 2.65 .105 
Explained 33.78 15 2.25 3.16 .000 
Residual 142.37 200 .71 
Total 176.15 215 .82 
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Attributions ANOVA with Donor (n=181) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects .50 4 .13 .40 .811 
Philanthropic Promotion .10 1 .10 .33 .566 
Personal Relevance .14 1 .14 .44 .509 
Labeling .20 1 20 .65 .423 
Donor Category .08 1 .08 .26 .614 
Two-way Interactions 1.56 6 .26 .83 .551 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .08 1 .08 .24 .623 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .09 1 .09 .28 .597 
Philanthropic Promotion x Donor Category .02 1 .02 .06 .806 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .00 1 .00 .00 .949 
Personal Relevance x Donor Category 1.01 1 1.01 3.19 .076 
Labeling by Donor Category .47 1 .47 1.47 .226 
Three-way Interactions 2.21 4 .55 1.76 .140 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .80 1 .80 2.52 .114 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Donor Category .10 1 .10 .31 .576 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Donor Category 1.15 1 1.15 3.65 .058 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Donor Category .17 1 .17 .55 .458 
Four-way Interaction .96 1 .96 3.04 .083 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Don Cat .% 1 .96 3.04 .083 
Explained 524 15 .35 1.11 .354 
Residual 52.03 165 .32 
Total 57.27 180 .32 
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Attitude Toward the Advertisement ANOVA with Donor (n=181) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 2.96 4 .74 .71 .583 
Philanthropic Promotion .88 1 .88 .85 .357 
Personal Relevance 1.84 1 1.84 1.78 .185 
Labeling .12 1 .12 .11 .737 
Donor Category .05 1 .05 .05 .826 
Two-way Interactions 4.46 6 .74 .72 .636 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .01 1 .01 .01 .925 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .08 1 .08 .08 .777 
Philanthropic Promotion x Donor Category .22 1 .22 .21 .646 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .00 1 .00 .00 .990 
Personal Relevance x Donor Category 3.41 1 3.41 3.30 .071 
Labeling by Donor Category .83 1 .83 .08 .372 
Three-way Interactions 7.39 4 1.85 1.78 .134 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 2.32 1 2.32 2.24 .136 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Donor Category 2.79 1 2.79 2.69 .103 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Donor Category .12 1 .12 .12 .732 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Donor Category 1.54 1 1.54 1.49 .224 
Four-way Interaction 1.34 1 1.34 1.29 .257 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Don Cat 1.34 1 1.34 1.29 257 
Explained 16.14 15 1.08 1.04 .417 
Residual 170.79 165 1.04 
Total 186.94 180 1.04 
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Attitude Toward the Brand ANOVA with Donor (n=181) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 726 4 1.82 2.41 .051 
Philanthropic Promotion 17 1 27 56 549 
Personal Relevance .12 1 .12 .16 .692 
Labeling 20 1 20 26 .610 
Donor Category 6.76 1 6.76 8.96 .003 
Two-way Interactions 7.38 6 123 1.63 .142 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 2.64 1 2.64 351 .063 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .38 1 .38 .50 .482 
Philanthropic Promotion x Donor Category 2.69 1 2.69 357 .060 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .07 1 .07 .10 .758 
Personal Relevance x Donor Category 139 1 159 2.11 .149 
Labeling by Donor Category .00 1 .00 .01 .942 
Three-way Interactions 9.34 4 2.34 3.10 .017 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 58 1 .58 .76 .383 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Donor Category 7.91 1 7.91 10.49 .001 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Donor Category .00 1 .00 .01 .946 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Donor Category 1.52 1 152 2.02 .158 
Four-way Interaction .82 1 .82 1.08 .300 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Don Cat .82 1 .82 1.08 .300 
Explained 24.80 15 1.65 2.19 .008 
Residual 124.42 165 .75 
Total 14922 180 .83 
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Attitude Toward the Company ANOVA with Donor (n=181) 
Source of Variatioit Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects .76 4 .19 .48 .750 
Philanthropic Promotion .03 1 .03 .06 .800 
Personal Relevance .31 1 .31 .79 .377 
Labeling .01 1 .01 .02 .887 
Donor Category .40 1 .40 1.00 .318 
Two-way Interactions 1.83 6 .30 .77 295 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .01 1 .01 .02 .894 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .00 1 .00 .01 .931 
Philanthropic Promotion x Donor Category .50 1 .50 128 .260 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .99 1 .99 2.49 .116 
Personal Relevance x Donor Category .22 1 .22 .56 .457 
Labeling by Donor Category .02 1 .02 .05 .817 
Three-way Interactions 2.87 4 .72 1.81 .128 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .03 1 .03 .06 .801 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Donor Category .59 1 .59 1.48 226 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Donor Category .00 1 .00 .00 .991 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Donor Category 2.30 1 2.30 5.81 .017 
Four-way Interaction .12 1 .12 20 285 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x EXjn Cat .12 1 .12 20 285 
Explained 5.57 15 .37 .94 222 
Residual 65.26 165 .40 
Total 70.83 180 39 
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Brand Purchase Likelihood ANOVA with Donor (n=181) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 4656 4 11.64 2.69 .033 
Philanthropic Promotion 31 1 31 .07 .788 
Personal Relevance 7.75 1 7.75 1.79 .183 
Labeling 3.66 1 3.66 .85 359 
Donor Category 35.48 1 35.48 830 .005 
Two-way Interactiorrs 49.70 6 838 1.91 .081 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 8.34 1 8.34 1.93 .167 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling 5.13 1 5.13 1.19 378 
Philanthropic Promotion x Donor Category 6.05 1 6.05 1.40 339 
Personal Relevance x Labeling 5.37 1 537 134 367 
Personal Relevance x Donor Category 21.00 1 21.00 4.85 .029 
Labeling by Donor Category 7.40 1 7.40 1.17 .193 
Three-way Interactions 70.70 4 17.68 4.08 .003 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .00 1 .00 .00 .993 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Donor Category 62.42 1 62.42 14.42 .000 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Donor Category 3.00 1 3.00 .69 .406 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Donor Category 433 1 433 .98 324 
Four-way Interaction 2.86 1 2.86 .66 .417 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Don Cat 2.86 1 2.86 .66 .417 
Explained 169.82 15 11.32 2.62 .001 
Residual 714.12 165 4.33 
Total 883.93 180 4.91 
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Product Purchase Likelihood ANOVA with Donor (n=181) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 17.64 4 4.41 .66 .618 
Philanthropic Promotion 4.34 1 4.34 .65 .420 
Personal Relevance .00 1 .00 .00 .986 
Labeling .00 1 .00 .00 .986 
Donor Category 12.78 1 12.78 1.92 .167 
Two-way Interactions 28.02 6 4.67 .70 .648 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 19.58 1 19.58 2.95 .088 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .05 1 .05 .01 .929 
Philanthropic Promotion x Donor Category .32 1 .32 .05 .828 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .75 1 .75 .11 .738 
Personal Relevance x Donor Category 6.42 1 6.42 .97 .327 
Labeling by Donor Category 2.07 1 2.07 .31 .577 
Three-way Interactions 73.35 4 18.34 2.76 .030 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 7.42 1 7.42 1.12 .292 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Donor Category 44.35 1 44.35 6.67 .011 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Donor Category .89 1 .89 .13 .716 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Donor Category 26.93 1 26.93 4.05 .046 
Four-way Interaction 3.33 1 3.33 .50 .480 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Don Cat 3.33 1 3.33 .50 .480 
Explained 122.35 15 8.16 1.23 .256 
Residual 1096.63 165 6.65 
Total 1218.97 180 6.77 
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Attributions ANOVA with Helping Behavior (n=184) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
ofF 
Main Effects .47 4 .12 .31 .871 
Philanthropic Promotion .12 1 .12 .31 .581 
Personal Relevance .07 1 .07 .19 .667 
Labeling .10 1 .10 17 .607 
Helping Behavior .17 1 .17 .46 .501 
> 
Two-way Interactions 2.18 6 .36 .97 .490 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .10 1 .10 .28 .601 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .46 1 .46 1.23 .270 
Philanthropic Promotion x Helping Behavior .32 1 .32 .86 .355 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .36 1 .36 .95 .331 
Personal Relevance x Helping Behavior .05 1 .05 .13 .722 
Labeling by Helping Behavior .82 1 .82 2.17 .142 
Three-way Interactions .73 4 .18 .49 .744 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .48 1 .48 1.28 .260 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Helping Behavior .10 1 .10 27 .606 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Helping Behavior .06 1 .06 .16 .693 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Helping Behavior .18 1 .18 .48 .489 
Four-way Interaction .20 1 .20 .54 .463 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Help Behavior .20 1 .20 .54 .463 
Explained 3.58 15 .24 .64 .842 
Residual 62.98 168 .38 
Total 66.56 183 .36 
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Attitude Toward the Advertisement ANOVA with Helping Behavior (n=184) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 124 4 31 27 .900 
Philanthropic Promotion .94 1 .94 .80 .372 
Personal Relevance .17 1 .17 .14 .706 
Labeling .01 1 .08 .07 .798 
Helping Behavior .13 1 .13 .11 .736 
Two-way Interactions 1.39 6 23 20 .977 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .10 1 .10 .08 .775 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .11 1 .11 .10 .757 
Philanthropic Promotion x Helping Behavior .35 1 .35 30 585 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .73 1 .73 .62 .431 
Personal Relevance x Helping Behavior .06 1 .06 .05 .828 
Labeling by Helping Behavior .08 1 .08 .07 .7% 
Three-way Interactions 1.73 4 .43 .37 .830 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .99 1 .99 .85 .359 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Helping Behavior 35 1 35 30 588 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Helping Behavior 22 1 22 .19 .663 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Helping Behavior .03 1 .03 .03 .870 
Four-way Interaction .46 1 .46 39 531 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Help Behavior .46 1 .46 39 531 
Explained 4.83 15 .32 28 .997 
Residual 196.65 168 1.17 
Total 
« 
201.49 183 1.10 
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Attitude Toward the Brand ANOVA with Helping Behavior (n=184) 
Source of Variation Sum of Deg. of 
Squares Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
ofF 
Main Effects 6.28 4 1.57 1.77 .137 
Philanthropic Promotion .07 1 .07 .08 .778 
Personal Relevance .09 1 .09 .10 .757 
Labeling .00 1 .00 .00 .984 
Helping Behavior 6.19 1 6.19 6.99 .009 
Two-way Interactions 5.69 6 .95 1.07 .382 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 2.20 1 2.20 2.49 .117 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .09 1 .09 .10 .753 
Philanthropic Promotion x Helping Behavior .88 1 .88 .99 .321 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .27 1 17 .31 .580 
Personal Relevance x Helping Behavior .44 1 .44 .50 .480 
Labeling by Helping Behavior 1.52 1 1.52 1.72 .192 
Three-way Interactions 1.01 4 .25 .28 .888 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 22 1 .22 .25 .620 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Helping Behavior .41 1 .41 .47 .495 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Helping Behavior .25 1 .25 .28 .597 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Helping Behavior .05 1 .05 .05 .818 
Four-way Interaction .28 1 .28 .31 .578 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Help Behavior .28 1 .28 .31 .578 
Explained 13.25 15 .88 1.00 .461 
Residual 148.88 168 .89 
Total 162.13 183 .89 
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Attitude Toward the Company ANOVA with Helping Behavior (n=184) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 1.01 4 25 .56 .689 
Philanthropic Promotion .07 1 .07 .16 .689 
Personal Relevance .01 1 .01 .02 .887 
Labeling .06 1 .06 .13 .715 
Helping Behavior .86 1 .86 1.92 .168 
Two-way Interactions .94 6 .16 .35 .908 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance .32 1 .32 .72 .369 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling .01 1 .01 .03 .861 
Philanthropic Promotion x Helping Behavior .01 1 .01 .03 .868 
Personal Relevance x Labeling .56 1 .56 126 .264 
Personal Relevance x Helping Behavior .04 1 .04 .09 .761 
Labeling by Helping Behavior .04 1 .04 .10 .755 
Three-way Interactions .27 4 .07 .15 .962 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .00 1 .00 .01 .926 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Helping Behavior .04 1 .04 .09 .766 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Helping Behavior .19 1 .19 .43 .512 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Helping Behavior .02 1 .02 .05 .820 
Four-way Interaction 26 1 .26 .59 .445 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Help Behavior .26 1 26 .59 .445 
Explained 2.48 15 .17 .37 .985 
Residual 74.96 168 .45 
Total 77.44 183 .42 
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Brand Purchase Likelihood ANOVA with Helping Behavior (n=184) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 29.00 4 725 1.45 221 
Philanthropic Promotion .10 1 .10 .02 .886 
Personal Relevance .01 1 .01 .00 .957 
Labeling 1.59 1 1.59 .32 .574 
Helping Behavior 26.05 1 26.05 520 .024 
Two-way Interactions 28.23 6 4.71 .94 .468 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 8.63 1 8.60 1.72 .191 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling 1.28 1 1.28 26 .614 
Philanthropic Promotion x Helping Behavior 2.91 1 2.10 .58 .447 
Personal Relevance x Labeling 3.68 1 3.68 .73 .393 
Personal Relevance x Helping Behavior .12 1 .12 .02 .879 
Labeling by Helping Behavior 12.94 1 12.94 2.58 .110 
Three-way Interactions 6.88 4 1.72 .34 .848 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling .28 1 2.78 .56 .457 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Helping Behavior .25 1 .25 .05 .822 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Helping Behavior 4.08 1 4.08 .82 .368 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Helping Behavior .04 1 .04 .01 .930 
Four-way Interaction 6.47 1 6.47 1.29 .257 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Help Behavior 6.47 1 6.47 1.29 257 
Explained 70.58 15 4.71 .94 .522 
Residual 841.50 168 5.01 
Total 912.08 183 4.98 
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Product Purchase Likelihood ANOVA with Helping Behavior (n=184) 
Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 
Deg. of 
Freedom 
Mean 
Square 
F-Stat. Signif. 
of F 
Main Effects 23.53 4 5.88 .85 .494 
Philanthropic Promotion 1.88 1 1.88 27 .603 
Personal Relevance 3.41 1 3.41 .49 .483 
Labeling 9.94 1 9.94 1.44 232 
Helping Behavior 929 1 929 1.35 248 
Two-way Interactions 89.13 6 14.86 2.15 .050 
Philanthropic Promotion x Personal Relevance 21.31 1 21.31 3.09 .081 
Philanthropic Promotion x Labeling 9.60 1 9.60 1.39 .240 
Philanthropic Promotion x Helping Behavior .77 1 .77 .11 .739 
Personal Relevance x Labeling 3.51 1 3.51 .51 .477 
Personal Relevance x Helping Behavior 2.22 1 2.22 .32 .571 
Labeling by Helping Behavior 47.85 1 47.85 6.93 .009 
Three-way Interactions 2.22 4 .55 .08 .988 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Labeling 1.32 1 1.32 .19 .663 
Phil Promotion x Pers Relevance x Helping Behavior .37 1 .37 .05 .818 
Phil Promotion x Labeling x Helping Behavior .20 1 .20 .03 .864 
Pers Relevance x Labeling x Helping Behavior .09 1 .09 .01 .911 
Four-way Interaction 4.73 1 4.73 .68 .409 
Phil Promo x Pers Relevance x Label x Help Behavior 4.73 1 4.73 .68 .409 
Explained 119.61 15 7.97 1.15 .312 
Residual 1160.39 168 6.91 
Total 1280.00 183 7.00 
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